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EVALUATION OF THE SECOND-YEAR COMMUNICATION SKILLS PROGRAM

The Second-Year Communication Skills Program (SYCSP) consists of

instructional materials and procedures designed to improve the reading

skills of first-grade children. A description of the program objectives

and materials can be found in other Laboratory documents (Flores and
Niedermeyer, 1970; Labeaune and Sullivan, 1969). Data collected

during the 1970-1971 tryout of the SYCSP are reported in this paper.

PROCEDURES

Tryout Population

The reading achievement of students was measured in ten classrooms
using the SYCSP, These classrooms were located in two Southern
California, urban school districts. In one district, sixteen children
in each class were randomly selected for testing. Eight children per
class were tested in the second district. R

Student Tests

The Second-Year Program Test, used to judge effecciveness of the

program, was administered to a random sample of children in each of

Y]

the selected classes. This test measures performance on program words,

k3

word elements and word-attack skills. The word-attack evaluation is

divided into two sets of items--words practiced in the program and

#

words not “seen or practiced in the program but composed of the word

elements which were taught. All of the 56 items are of the constructed-
response type and one item in each of the above listed categories
corresponds to each program unit. (he record form for the test is

contained, in the appendix. This test was individually administered

by Laboratory staff at the end of the 1970-1971 school year.

(&




Form 12A of the Cooperative Primary Reading Test was used to

provide an additional measure of the children's reading skills. This

test consists of 50 selected-response items and is group-administered.

National and California norms for first-grade students are available.

o

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
Scores on the SYCSP Test indicate that most of the children in
the tryout classes attained a large proportion of the reading skills
taught during the school year. It can be seen from the data summary
presented in Table 1 that there are sizeable differences between the
two participating school districts. The differences are particularly
noticeable ir the low end of the score distributions. Although the

distributions for each district are skewed negatively, the degree of

Q | .

skewness is more accentuated in thé case of the low scoring group.

TAPLE 1 °

PROGRAM ITEST SCORES

N

!

Percentage Correct

District 1 District 2
s AY
} Third Quartile 96.0 ) 95.5
v . Median 89.0 . 79.5
First Quartile 73.0 53¢5

i
Table 2 r7ports mean SYCSP Test scores for each tryout class and

the number of units of instruction completed., Class means in six of .

. ;
@ the ten classrooms are above 81%; in the four other classes the means




are below 67%. Both school districts include high and low scoring
classes. The mean scores of each school listed in Table 3, however,

clearly show that the children in the classes of one tryout school made

m@ch lower scores than the children in the other schools.

©

TABLE 2

ACHIEVEMENT OF TRYOUT CLASSES

&>
Mean Mean

Class, Percentage Correct Number of Units
) on Program Tes* . Completed*

1 92.8 12.4

2 . 90.3 12.4

3 86.6 11,6

4 .~ 96.3 11.8

5 * 83.1 10.9

6. 81.9 11.8 .
7 66.5 8.4 -
8 64.9 . 10,5

9 62.7 . ® 11.5

10 55.9 12.8 ’

*There are 14 units in the program.

Q

TABLE 3

ACHIEVEMENT OF TRYOUT SCHOOLS

. Mean . Mean
_ School Percentage Correct Number of Units
on Program Test Completed
1 87.9% 11.63
2 84,96 11.75
3 76.49 11.99
4 62.13 10.54




The reading skills of the tryout children are positively correlated

2
with the number of units taught but the degree of association between

these two variables is not extremely high, The rank order correlation

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

"

between mean class scores and mean number of units completed by the
ciass is +.28. The correlation between the test score of each child
and the number of units the child completed {; +.41. Only the latter
figure is statistically significant (t=3.95, df=77, p<.01).
Additional reading test scores were available for students in one
o% the two school districts, This district, which had the higher
program test scores, provided the Laboratory with data from Form 124
of the Cooperative Primary Reading Test. These data are summarized
in Table 4. Also presented are comparable figures frem national and

d
California norms. These figures show that the scores of the tryout

classes were far above performance levels of typical national and
Califorjfa classes. The median score of the children using the SYCSP
corresponds to a national percentile rank of approximately 58. Thirty-
seven percent of the 79 children tested were in the top 10% of the
national norm distribution. Five percent of the tryoué children were
in the bottom 107 of the national distribution.

The data collected in this tryout suggest that the Second-Year
Communication Skillé Program is highly effective as mea;;red by the

proportion of program outcomes mastered by most children. It is also

effective as measured by a widely used standardized reading test.

[




TABLE &4

ITEMS CORRECT FOR COOPERATIVE PRIMARY
READING TEST-~FORM 12A

First-Grade Norms

Tryout Classes

€alifornia National ¢
Third Quartile 39.5 31.2 29.6°
Median 33.5 22.4 22.8
First Quartile 25.0 17.6 18.0
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Workers employed in farming, index of man-hours of f‘?r;,m;gorlg, ‘a
and index of farm output per man-hour used in farmidg 1950:70,
a i*: - ) a | ’/’ EA :
: . Year Number of Man-hours ¢ Output per ‘
) Workers of farmwork ‘°- “man~hour
(Thousands) . (1950 = 100) . $461950 = 100) |
. 1950 9,926 \100 kﬁ\ 100"
“ 1951 9,546 100 L %, 7103 :
1952 © 9,149 |- 9% , "“i&ffn
1953 8,864 _ \ 92 ' /
1954 8,651 ' " 88 -
1955 r 8,381 ¥ 85 \
1956 © 9,853 79 .
\oo=1957 \:,600* 13
1958 1,503 . 70 '
1959 <> 73342 - ~ 68 v
1960 7,057 . . ., 65 "x
1961 6,919 ) 62 \ ! :
1962 6,700 60 .
1963 6,518 ~ 87 -
1964 6,110 . - 54 T TN
1965 5,610 ¢ L hos \
1966 5,214 . 49 . G '
1967 4,903 h 48\ &
1968 4,748 , 46 A
[ 4 R . \
1969 4,589 44 fii
1970 - 4,523 3 h %
o | . s /0

’ B - v % ‘g < . F
4 =57 7+ "a/ Source: 1971 Handbook of Agricultural Charts, Agricul};urpl Handbook , =1

No. 423, pp 11 and 16, USDA, November 1971, & S "y, E

i . ‘ RO 2, P
. & -
: 7
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Eaused food production to increase more rap ﬂly\E%an>demand, cPuld in-

e

_ crease welfare of consumers at the expense 2 ihcome to farmers, the ;ation
g \g\j initiated supply control and price support rograms during the 1930's.
Except during perio s of war-infla ed deman iy the United States has had -

some type of supply control, price support, and export subsidy in effect
for the last three decades, ‘The logic behind tbeee programs has been th}s:

If growth ‘in output could be restrained.to me ﬁore nearly with the'rate

' -
- . P

of growth in population and food deman

consumers could be brought gain

\ .

st for food while farmers could realize
p -

. In general, these Programs have been able

- in the form of a declining real

increases in per family\ipco
- T 11 o s o

s ; ) TR .
\\T> to meet their objectives in guaranteqihg~indreesed consumer welfare and sup-
, o eE y > ;

. ' . e -
porting farm income, Previous studieg,ﬂin this series] show that net fa
e ,
income in the nation gopld<h§ve been eround 25 percent lower i
- (/ a

B
LY

has been due to larger a fewer f ms and eneral/infihtion ag
nd 8

0N
1] -

to government programs of suppfy management, price Supports, n export

\\L subsidies. - .\‘ \\x . | "E:i ,i P

9 O
Farm programs ave not compIEkely cl séd}qhe gap between farm and<i-

N
4 ¢

nonfarm income levels. ZTable 2), Q‘Certaiﬁl , net farm income wduld have
-~ / A A}
|- been much.lower over- he »last decghe in the, absénce of supply control and

~

To ‘an imp rtant extent,.. the public has been suc-

o protect farm income while allowing consumer gains
\ 7 \
\

{\; ’ price SUpport policies

‘ ceppful in its attemp
) ’ l

1L V. Mayer, E.O. Heady and H, . Madsen, Farm Programa for the 1970's,
CAED Report 32, Center for Agricult ral and Rural Development, Iowa State
niversity, 1968 \ \
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5 -
Table 2. Per capita disposable personai income: of the farm population
as a percentage of the per capita disposable personal income
of the non-farm population, and realized net income per farm,
by sales classes, 1960-70.a/ ‘ \ ‘
Per capita farm ) Net income per farm ! .
. as percentage : , . by sales class:
Year of non-farm ’ '
. S $40,000 $20,030 - /$10,000 - Under
) - and over . 39,999 ‘19,99‘9 $10,000
t ' ) (Pei'centége) . \E(Doll‘ars) : o
1960 54,5 18,955 5,368 - 1,588
1961 § 59.8 5,739 1,676
1962 61.4 5,708 1,637
1963 . 64.3 -~ 5,648 1,593 -
1964 62.4 5,985 1,667
1965 7.4 6,199 1,683
1966 75.1 6,664 1,769
© 1967 T 72.8 6,061 - 1,648
1968 73.4 6,201 1,689
1969 76.5 10,690 6,588 1,779
1970 74.9 9,962 = . .6,208 1,697
\ ° \
a/ ‘Sourge: Farm
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in reduced real pricesvfor food in recent decades.

N

. not been provided, however, to the nonfarm-strata

)

The higher farm income under government programs,

employmentiand business ?o rura1 towns as farmers

Similar protection has
of rural communities.
of course, brings more

invest more in producers

) goods and have higher family expenditures for consumer 'goods and services.

>~
L
However, indirect support of these rural business transactions, through

go\rernment programs that increase farm income, does not offset the decline
in rural eumloyment brought about by increased sizes of farms and a reduc-

tion in the farm population and labor force. Even with the support of farm

income,through the government programs of the last two decades, employment

N

) opﬁortunities in towns of typical rural communities have declined as the

. number of farm families has decreased. Further, rural business owners

have experiencedia decline in capital assets as business opportunities
* were eroded by the reduction in the’farm work force and as stores, buildings,

and other facilities have come to have 1itt1e value. This decline in capital

va1ues for rural businesses contrasts with the outcome for farmers Ad-

. BN \

vancing technology in combinatgon with“governmentally supported prices and
R ROk TR 3 /
", dirett payments for 1and retirement have caused the value of farmland to

(SN

rise rather continuously over the last two decades Even the owners of

p smaller farms, impelled toﬁ%eave agriculture because of growing capital
requirements and a cost-price squeeze for low volumes, have been able to .

realizé an increased value for their assets. 1In contrast, many rural bus-

. s . .
inessmen not only have had to cease operations because of declining demand,

o : . ’ >
: but also have been able to salvage little of previous investments in

~ow

buildings and facilities. ° ‘

10013
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While the rural nonfarm sector would be worse off in the absénce of

/ﬁ,ﬁ governm?nt programs of the conventional kind, these effects do not com- |

pensa;e‘rural businesses who have Sufféred a decline in economic opportunity
and a;%Ct‘values caused by the widespread substitution of capital techﬁology

for farm labor. th¥!-not all farmefs~have realized benefits from farm

~programs their loss induced by technoiogical change in agriculture has

not been as great as their neighbors iq small country towns. Society has
beenlmuch ;Bre effectiYg in compensat1n§ the farm sector than it has in
redreésing incahg\and ggpital losses of' the nonfarm sector in rural areas.
Ve In recent yeafsvfﬁ publlc has become increasingly concerned with the
plight of rural commuﬁities. This concern stems partly from the continuous
migration of famililies from-rural areas and the growing social congestion
and environmental degradation of large urban centers. However, concern over
the welfare of rural nonfarm famiiies per se has been growing ﬁore intense.
Several federal programs have been initigtedhin attempts to improve economic
opportunity and rétard deterioration of liviné conditions in rural areas.
These programs emphasize tax relief, rural indhstr;alization, and i@prqve-

ment of services such as water and sewer systems. Some rural communities

do have prospects of a "turm around" in their economic opportunities through

" rural industrialization. More, however, cannot expect to have previous

reductions in employment and economic opportunityGEestored through this
means. They are lacking the proper, endowment in location, transportation
facilities, capital supplies, aqgnshti:§/1ndustries already in place, and

o -
‘the other characterist;é/ that attrd®t new plant locations. It is possible

that their welfare will bgﬂaffected.almost entirely by the prosperity of

ANl
I " !
~ e v
3. . . N




nding farm 1ndustry in combinatlo;:;ffﬁTpﬁbTTb service reorgani-

piAubsidies which lessen tax burdens ?nd ?mprove qﬂg quality of ——

I
reation, and other consumer services. r’ N

. ' . - L
tudy has been made accordingly. It ibvestigates e economic ’

| -

ifferent types of farm pijzizii;::/%ﬁé?me gggeration ij rural
nd agriculturally r/late trﬂ:g, The study Wjj/done not

/ P

ugE? t1on that the foundation of ograms to o rescue rural cbmmunit%es

> -

e be Eﬁxb gh programs for commercial farmers. It was ébmplet

‘ 5 “‘{’LN

\\ /\V
*._ the mannq< in which income and employmerit }n 'sectors other’than farming

== |

to evaluate’ ~ °

/ -

- L, 7

affected by farm programs. [These secondary effects for rural communi-

\ . v ) N
ties may be equally as important as those for farming in choosing among

7 N

uture farm progkams. ] While the farm population is now only 9.7 mlllion,K\s

- of dlfferent fagm progra

-/
incom of course, that is 1mportant~1n idduecin iplier efflects

7 —

ze 1nérements in epployment and incom = 18 hoyt the )//é

p1ca T ra1 communlty ‘he distribution of crop acreage qhd the quantity’
;-
:E’QIOPS produced ver th

- how mugb fértilizer, , and other farm inputs-will be'R rchased, and
a—— ) \ / , -
the quantity of c¥Xops to be Handled and processed in rural areas and non-
> !
K /

farm industries. We then ;;Bming the secondary impa¢t of the same farm

k , programs on income aéﬁ employmenf of the nonfarm s
p i
£

or.' Speci%?/pttention
) . N k ‘
~ _ls devoted to the effects within the North Central Region.

I

A siqgle type of farm policy is analyzed in thishstudy.‘ It relates to
| "t . s
// J/ v f \

;7




-

B
4
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d
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i
[
|

. |

the amount and distribution of farm product supplies and the associated
: o
, levels of prices to farmers. It does not deal with programs which might

xL/dtféctlx\control the number and sizes of farms and indirectly the numbér

/
y /
[

« 7 . of farm families and workers in rural areas. These variables are of great

»

importance to, the income and welfare of rural communities at large. A
4 / i .
7 subsequent study will deal with the relation of farm size and relatéd

\\\\\\ ’ variables to the income’'and emploXFent of rural areas.
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< ' II. OBJECTIVES

The major objective of this study is to measure the economic impact of
several types of farm programs on the income and employment generated in
rural areas and agriculturally related industries. Focus is on this ob- 4
jective because of passage of the Rural Development Act of 1972 and the
preparation of the nation to initiate various programs to promote greater N
enployment and improved living conditions in rural commnnities. Farm pro- |
grams represent one means of generating employment and income in the non-
farm sectors of rural communities. Choices and decisions on the best means
to improve incone and quality of life in rural areas could be best facilita-

¥ .o ,
ted if information were.avaiiable on the amount of income and employment

\generated by both private and public investment in rural- industrialization,

farm programs, public services and other alternatives, However; this study
concerns itself with onfy one of these a1ternatives; namely, the incone and
employment generated by four different farm programs.

Since incomeé and employment generation through farm programs is af-

fected dirlctly by the amount and distribution of crop production and the

_resulting levels of farm profits, an auxiliary but also major objective of . |

j ~
the study /is to analyze the impact,of four dlternative farm prograns on thé/

acreage nd production of major field crops and on net farm income. ‘A

third jor objective of the study is to make a detailed analysis of the
economic impacts of these same farm program-éit;rnatives within the North
Central Region. ;{2§

The order of presentation is as follows: First, thé methods and

parameters employed in the study are summarized. Next( the secondary or -

SN L /

510 Maik 1

0CG17
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N t
multiplier effects of the farm programs in generating income and employment
. , ‘t ‘ ' ';l . :
are presented and explained for the entire nation.[ This is,followed by a

discussion of the impact of thesé'programg on income and employment in the
North Central Region. Next, the effects ijthe foyr‘policiég on the dis-’~

' A .
tribution of cropland acreages, the psoduction of crops, net fﬁrﬁ income and’

- ¥ 8

.food costs are summarized. - ‘ . ;

a . ’

-
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" 111.” METHODS AND TERMINOLOGY USED /\% Al
, : / S

. ‘ \ W /
The following secéions describe the policy altéfn&tives anal;ZEE:ifﬁe\\<§
‘}‘%ﬁ% N
./,,

to indicate economic well-being of rural groups. R ‘<7//

j .

. ’ i. ZZKi:::\\;;\ . .
, Policy Alternatives Cons d\:ed", v,

I

C

SV, \

\ Four alfernative government farm poficieeyare:a aly ‘mi.
~ - ) /
] their effects on both (a) farm income, and (b) employmept and in

N
eration in rural areas.’ These policies:y re notJSblngj& és rec nd d so-

lutions to the #'farm problem‘ but are,progra ently undér discﬁsaio

Also, they vary widely in their\nasure and t eir dir:zt*igpacts on\agri 1- N
ture. By examining these particular alte;nat%ves we hope’zo\;ro§§dt—§:>z\\(

'quantitative understanding of the trade-offs and secondary effects igaff

various types of farm policies can have on different sedtors é{\the rural

d

“y

economy, - ) \\* /} v

The first solution estimates patterns of productiop and income ef/ if/
A
<\

' fects that might prevail if agriculture operated in an/unrestrained//*ﬁ{

A

[ environment, The forces of supply and demand and‘market equilibrium alone

would determine prices farmers receive for their gooés. Direct government w

intervention in the market through price supports and direct payments to

farmers for retiring part of theiﬁ cropland wouldwnot exist, This model
\

|
will be referred to as the Free Market Alternative.

t

. The second solution or policy alternative is a land retirement program,

The program is similar to the type of program in effect in the late 1960's
. [y

(and in the early 1970's, except for the.set-aside modification). This

1 ~ 13 9 B 3":‘




"\ progrém.r
[ —T
N AP 0 I t 8?]. 8

S

® o

A

~ \1a

!

N 4
i ‘ L land diversion are projected at levels con iatent wi

"ﬂ

payments existing in .

\L

\\.
< Athe late 1960's and earl 1970's.
| . \\\\& Y.

-

4

-

N

\
The pr

ram is referred to as the Land

b

5>‘ ‘-{ y////kesirement A1ternative or the base alternative.

X

(\

( \e
b

The third‘and fourth solutions si

lat conditions of production,

Lt “~

L]

nited to

resource use, income,\and employment if farm rs effectiu\i

rket prices'ofiyhe commo -

“ Ly o
program alternatives
; (referred tq as“Bargaining Power Alternative A and\Bargaining Power Al-
ternative B) might take the form of national legislation to allow formation
N -

under these progra:B\éf\\x

. VU

determine price 1 dicts and the production quotas‘neces-

3
evels £5z.fa
sary to equ? e fa Lroduct

~, " " T \n B
Suppiie:E:ith de at the specified price
l The nee /for direv ' overn intervention would be»eliminated

T

levels,

ectively\con rol supp1§ The

Bargaining Power A1teﬁé§t- 8 _in fhis study use production quotas to force
the location of production‘for these élte\na\ives to be consistent with

. O
historic production patterns ‘The. two models*differ onfy in the level of

—=s /
. v

1 -

farm prices (see Tab
. v »\\ \

4).

Z

N

! .
f // 5 es’éovernde price supports for feedgrains, wheat, and/cotton. )
i_ﬁ){r includes payments to farmers to ‘divert part of their cropland frOm j
ﬁt.- // \'\ { LA 'f”"a - ‘ N //
<; + ° the production of(specified %01 ditiesA"Per acre pa nts 2;f farmers for
; AR

1For a more extensive discussion of the co cept of/gargaining power
and proposals for national legislation in this 5;53, gee H.C. Madsen and
E.0. Heady; Bargaining Power Programs: Estimated Effects of Production Net
Farm Incomes and Food Costs for Specified Price Levels. CARD Report 39,
Center for Agricultural and Rural Development, Iowa State University, 1971,
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% ) . Regions Used in Analysis

Both the linear programming model and

&
on jyarious regional or area concepts. Thr+ughout this report the resuits

the impact analysis are based

”,

" these models will be summarized at threk levels of aggregation:

" &) natlonal, b) 10 farm producing regions, and c) 150. rural areas. Thesde

N . - ’ ‘
\\ ) rural‘areas (Figure 1) are for the continental United States and define

homogeneous areas of farm coﬁmodity production. They were developed wftL

4 \
the restriction that they follow county boundaries and production from aﬁeas
§

not included in the 150 rural areas was accounted for outside of the pro{

gramming model. (Allowance was made for this production in estimating de-
pl 4
mands for\the major farm commodities,)

\
\

Consumption of wheat, feed grains, agh oilmeals is defined for 31

. ,,conSuming regions (Figure 2) which follow state lines and account for the

entire continental United States. Cotton lint demand is only determined on

B — A N \ .
a national basis. ? P

[
.

' Certain results from the study are summarizéd by 10 farugproduction
regions, the third regional concept used in the study.' These regions
(Figure 3) coincide with the farm production regions used by the Economics
Research Service, United States Department of Agriculture.

Linear Programming Model

A linear prohramming model was utilized to obtain the quantitative

" -results pertaining to farm production 1ejels. The model is detailed in'
¢ nature and was constructed to recognize the land restraints of the impor- "

. tant agricultural producing regions and demand or food requirements in

consumer markets. It allows specification of acreage, crop produgtiony and

FRIC v | 0021
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income by 150 rural areas. And by incorporating a transportation network

or submodel, the overall programming model also reflects interregional com-
!

petition among the agricultural supply and food- market areas of the United
\Stateéj\ Each of the farm program alternatives was analyzed with this model.
'Two-hundr;d’forty-four equations and 2,226 real variables ‘are contained in
the model. Land in each of the 150 rural areas and demands of each of the
31 market or consuming regions serve as constraints. Varlables encompass
not only farm commodities but also transportation activities for each com-

Anamamey

mgditywﬁ~kThe general nature of the model is outlined in Appendix A.)

’

Secondary Impact Variables
The effects‘of the foér farm policies on the incbme and embloyment .
fsgfls of agriculturally j;lated communities and industries are estimated
thrioy hgiactors thal, relate the value of gutput determined in the -.linear

1

o/the total amount of economic activity which would

A
progtamming splutions

3 . .
result from the productidp of the study's endogenous crop commodities.1

To determine these emp%ﬁ nt and income, generation effects, the following

"

two variables are 1inkéd with the linear programming model.

Income GeneratioJ Factor: The amount“by which the total income in the

United States economy will increase because of production of an additional

5

51 million worth of dfput in a sector (the sector of relevance is a spe-

¢ =

&
1The crop co AZdities endogenous-to this study are wheat, feedgrains,
soybeans, and cottdn. The basic coefficients used in developing these

/ secondary impact factors are reported by Schluter (Schluter, UAn Estimation

of Agricultural Egployment Through:an Input-Output Study" unpublished Ph.D.
dissertation: Towa State University,~1971).- For a discussion of the methods
used to calculatel the income and employment factors of. this study; see
Appendix B. ) . .

~
L
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cific farm commodity produced in a specific farm production region). ‘ &

This increase in income has three‘components. (1) the income received .

\ ‘ Loe

. ¢ by the producers of the additional $1 million worth of farm output, (2) the
e

v

4
(through increased sales of productive inputs to farmers and the additional
(S *

/////‘income resulting from the increased activity in agri- business industries -

sales of industries that process farm products), and (3) the income result-
4
1ng from increased sales of consumet goods to farmers and workers in agri-

business industries. TFor example, the income geneéﬁ%ion factor of 1. 35 for :

3 \
72

wheat §? the Northeast' region implies that the production of an additional

“ ».$1 millipn worth of wheat in the Northeast yegion would result in an ad-

ditional 1.35 million of income being generated throughout the economy ofQ S
' . ,,;/\

the United States. . ) fa

- . Labor Generation Factor: the number of additional ybrker& required\in @L
the United States economy because of the prodﬁétiow of an additiomnal $1
million worth of output in a secto; (the sector of relévance is a speEific

s

farm prodiction region).

- 4
#

This increase in employment also had three componentst (1) the ad-
ditional farm workers needed to produce. the adhi;ional $1 million worth of
farm output, (2) the additional woskers required By aéri-busihess industries
which sell more inputs to farmers'and have‘more farm output to process be-
cause of the additional $1 million worth of farm output, and (3)\the ad-
ditional workers required by industries that produce consumer goeds demanded
by far; workers and workers in'agri-business‘indus;ries. For egample{ T
the labor generation factor qgm§28 for wheat;in the Northeast:region means

— that a $§1 mil@ion reduction iﬁé&heat production in the Northeast will

-« LI

4

»F

Jo
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eliminate tge‘need for the employment of 228 workers throughout the United

3

- States economy.

The labor and income generation factors .(Table 3) were developed from

data for the 10 farm production regions. Hence, they also are based on and

relate to the 10 farm pro?pcfion regions. As might be expected, cottori— ‘

gerferally has the greatest impact on the economy per dollar of output for
o . - "

both, the employment and income generation factors. Since cotton is not i

' produced in the Northeast, Lake States, or Northern Plains regions, there

are no entries made for .cotton in these regions in Table 3. The relative
importanée of the other:three commodities varies with the factor and the

region being considered. Feedgrains have consisfently a larger income

b

generation factor .than wheat or oilmeals in all of the regions. The size

. .
of the Labor generation factor or the Income gereration factor varies by

regions according to the nature of the crop and the technology generall§:

@

prevailing in the various regions. 0f course, the total amounts of income
and employment generated by the production of a crop are functions of the

acreage and output of that crop in each of the regions. The factors

(Table 3) reflect only income and employment effects pe£ $1 million worth

\

of output. . . |

Development of Indices »
To measure the impact of the different farm programs on producers and - )
) ~
on rural communities, the income and labor generation factors were linked

4

with the crop production results of the linear programming model. Indices

were then developed to compare outcomes under the Land Retiremént Alternative
\ N
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T fw#tﬁ“tho;b'for the other hree policy alﬂbrpatives. These indices indicate
! N t . N

how incomejand empfbymen would be affected by each of the farm program

! A]
alternatives. As mentioned previously, the amount of employment generated
> -

refers to the number of workers requiréd not only ih agriculture, but also

in agriculturally-related sectors of the rural areas and regions for which

°

the data are summarized. Similarly, the amount of income generated includes’

not only income in agriculture but also income in other sectors of rural

areas or regilons for which data are summarized.
- )

To calculate these indices, the projected value of the income and

. “ eﬁploymént generation variables was computed for each of the four policy

~2 v )

For eaéz region or rural area, these values were then

?

div1déd,b¥‘the estimated values of the Land Retirement Alternative and

" nulflplled times 100. Therefore, the results of each p011cy alternative

Yy \w -
,’ . : can be expressed in terms- of percentage change from the Land Retirement
3 {3 ’.’(/t LI b
s ﬁ:; Alﬁernative results. For example, an index value of 250 for the amount of

“E“F\fv N‘“\
1nc#me generateduunder Bargaining Power Alternative A means that the amount

T

of income generated by the producﬁiﬁﬁ:SE the crops endogenous to this study

——
would be 2.5 times what it would be under .the Land Retirement Alternative.1

This does not imply that the total income in a region will be 2.5 tihes
greater under Bargaining Power Alternative A than under the Land Retirement
Alterrative. The-degree to which the total income of any region is affected

by changes in government farm policies depends upon the relative contribu-

tion of the endogenous crops to the total income generated in that region.

1 \ ~ -
The crops endogenous to this study are wheat, feedgrains, soybeans,
and cotton.

EKTC . 0029
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1,

Tk,

The same ﬁeaning is applic;ble to the, indices relating to the amount of //
s . /\' “ ' o

employment éenerated. v 1
The income and employment generation factors are assumed constant for - \

all policy alté?nat%zgs/iEZEQdea/in this study. In other words, for the,
q‘u'v
commodities stud%ed, the mix of items purchased per dollar of output is

assumed to remain conetant for all polic;kZThernatives. In actuali;{, the
mix’of items purchased would change as the\B}ice of commodities Yaéiedﬁ
Linking the income and employment %/peratlon factors, dirnctlyy*o the value
of output as done in this study, therefore, does not reflect '"real-world"
conditions. Ideally, éhe gecondary impact factors should be recalculated
for each policy aiterﬁagive to reflect changes in the mix of items purchased
a; the farmer's income'position changes. However, this could not be ac-

compliehed because Sf the unavailability of the required data. Therefore, a

M q
we would caution the reader of the limitations of this method used in’ the

- ‘
b - -
by

‘study and would sc£Z§§ the tieed for e&ditional data relating to expenoiture

patterns in rural America.

R -

PN




IV. PARAMETERS USED

/ . .
Use of the linear progragﬁing model to deiermipne the production impacts

2 ’

/ .
of the altérnative commercial farm policies requires that the values of a
- 3 X

-+ large number of parameterq/be estimated. These parameters include capital

—

/

¢

/
and labor coefficients for each crop in each rural area, per capitz con-

sumption for different foods in the various ;arket regions, transpoftation
costs for each comm;dity betwegh each pair of regions and related data on
iand re;tiaints and yields in’ each rural area. Details on these parameters
and their calculation are not repogzga here but can be obtained'from the

-

_authors. The cropland base for each producing area is held conatant at the
1965 level. Carry;over stocks for major commodities are considered to be
the same for the four policy aiternapives. Population, per capita disposable

income, and.yicld coefficients for the major crop comnodities are projected

._to 1975. Hence, all results of the study refer to 1975.

Prices
. Prices received by farmers either (a) had to be prescribed for each
model, with the analysi; designed to prowide this level of prices, or
(b) were generated by the resulte of the médel. In the case of the Bargaining

Power Alternatives, the price levels were established beforehand as a goall

~of the progréﬁ, then the degree of supply restraint necessary to generate

these price levels was incorporated in the model. In the case of Free
Mérkgt~and,Land Retirement Alternatives, the prices were not prescribed, but
were generated by the model. Farm prices for the four alternative farm

éolicies are presented in Table 4., Prices for the Free Market Alternative
) .

»

. ~
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27 .
generally are similar to the prices actyally received by farmers in 1969.

’,

However, for swine and lamb, actual 1969 prices were nearer the higher prices

estimated for the Land Retirement Alternative. The projected price levels
in both of the Bargaining Power Alternatives are higher than the actual

1969 prices and in both cases are higher than for the Free Market or Land

N
e ey - e

Retirement Alternatives. TKe\farm prices'presented in Table 4 are ca1-

/culated in 1970 constant dollars. Therefore these.prices would be 10 per- .

cent higher in current prices due to inflation from 19504to the present;

Export Levels

.

In 1969, eighteen percent of;the ;otsl harvested aereage of crops
produced commodities that were exported Hénce, export ievels for each of
the policy alternatives had to be estimated as a component of total demand.
The quantities of the major crop commodities exported in 1969 as well as
projected export levels for 1975 are presented in Figures 4-7.

In the past wheat exports have been regulated to a large extent by
international trade agreenents. Therefore, the same level of wheat exports
is used for all four policy alternatives. However, the quantity of feed-
grains exported varies in;ersely with the price level for the four policy - -~
alternatives. The greatest quantity of exports (25 million tons, corn
equivalent) is.projected for the Free ﬁsrket.élternative. This alternative
would have the lovest feedgrains price of the four policies considered.
Therouantity of feedgrains actually eiported in 1969 is nearly equal to the
-projected 20.5 million tons (corp equiyalent).of feedgrains eéxports pro-
jected under the Land Ret;tement Alternative. »

Because of the upward trend in soybean exports,roilmeal exports greater

£ 0033 -
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a/ Source: Fats and 0ils Situation, USDA, ERS;-
. April; 1972,

) Free Market *,

2°9 Alternative " .

Land Retirement
Figure 6 Estimated soybeans exports for eﬁgh of the policy QSSS§\
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Figure 7.

Estimated cotton lint exports for each of the
policy alternatives with 1969 exports for comparison
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‘ 30 o '_J' T
g - than the actual 1969 amount are prﬁjec;gd for all policy alternatives except
%% Bargaining Power Alternative B. The highest cotton~exports‘afe_projegtedw;‘}
; for the Free Market Alternative and the lowest for Bérgainfﬁg‘Pog;r~§1- z‘.u_;
ternative B. The 1969 actual export levels a;;ro¥imate tEbse brojecéed .«K‘\
for the Land' Retirement Alternative. : ‘ - h
; ' The export estimates defined for this study are copsist;nt with'U.S, .
: crop export levels of the late 1960's. These export levels may be under-
estimated, however, becauiai?f recent events which %ave occurggd. Cigp " |
% failures in some of the large wheat producing nations and a«shérp cuéback\ |
féin Peruvian fishmealmproduction drastically altered the world food ;upply
% . ﬁ%ﬁituatisn for 1972, The devaluation of the:American d;llaraalso hés‘.' | '. '7
{;~ lessened the real cost of U,S. farm products fo foreign buyers. Ebnsequéntly,
= - ) NN
i% % absolute levels of production and farm commodity pricés‘determined in this
q§§ ’ s;q;y should be evaluated with tﬁese.world ma£ket changes in mind. But: » ;;

even with the higher export levels, the resglqa.between the different X

- : . . ) ; \ |
policy alternatives should maintain a similar, relative position, v - |
- . N\ |

- - . \ P )
. Per Capita Ccasumption of Meat

a : '

The per capita consumption of the major livestock commodities also

°

% was estimated to determine the feed demand for ,feedgrains and oilmeals. -0

‘b\

Per capita quantities at each price level are based ontexigting Est;mates

“of the price elasticity of demand anélprojected'income. These estimated

2

£ quantities for each of tﬁé policy alternatives and the 1969‘852ual per

f capita consumption of these commodities are preégnted in Figure 8: ' .
A Reflecting the growing consumer preference for beef, the.estimated .

quantity of beef and veal is lower than in 1969 only for the higher griée ‘

1
~
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Per capita consumption of meats projected to 1975 -for each
of the policy alternatives and 1969 actual consumption for
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levels of the Bargaining Power Alternatives. ‘Per capita consumption of

broilers is greaﬁer in all of the policy solutions than in 1969 due to its

" low price relative to pork, beef and lamb.
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V. SECONDARY EFFECTS IN RURAL AREAS

~

A major purpose of this study is to measure the impact of alternative
farm policies on‘employment and inecome in rural areas, ﬂhﬁy rural communi-
ties lack natural en&owménts, historic economic development, and other
attributes that attract industry. Hence, the welfare of their nonfarm

i * ' i .
_population w}ll especially depend on the structure and income of farming as
these vgriables are reflected throughout the commuhity in generatipg off-
farm income and eqﬁloyment. How do different alternatives in farm proéraﬁs
affect income and employment elsewhere in the gural commuriity? |

The ievel of farm income generated at regional, stateL and national
levels is only-one of the outeomes or variables affected by farm programs.

The pattern of agricultural production and the level of farm income re-

lated to a particular farm program affect the employment and income of

other-groups in rural communities who are associated with supplying inputg
and processing outputs of agriculture. In other wdrds, production of.farm
crops generates economic éétivity beyond that involved directly in the

planting and harvesting of érops. This added or related economic activity
would be reflected in the industries that manuf%cturg and‘distr;bgte farm

inputs such as implements, fertilizers, insecticides, sgeds, feedg,Aﬁggiéf

other items, It also is rgflecégd in the businesses of rural areaé which

[] $

PN t.,

__ handle and process agricultural products and in those which deﬁelqp to

— ——
. ’

service agriculture and other closely related groups in the community through

. € o e

the supply of ¢ nsuﬁez,go6as, financial and other services.

..
¢ ¥

Different farm programé éanyiaée entirely differgent impacts in dif- -

¢ e
ferent farming areas ofk%hegnation. For example, the early land retirement
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programs of the 1950's, represented by the "soil bank" or "conservation
reserve,' allowed land withdrawal to be concentrated by farming areas, on
a semi-bid basis; farmers were able to select whether or not to idle their

>

land iﬁ terms of its productivity and payment rates available. In general,
this program cadBed land retirement to be concentrated in areas where soii
productivity and yields were low relative to paymentArates,(see Figure 9).
Because land retirement tendéd to be concentrated in certain regions of the
Great Plains, Southeast and southern Corn Belt, it greatly reduced farmers
purchases of production materials. Also, since farmers could put their.

entire farm in the soii bank and still receivs payments, mahny moved out of

& ~
the community to take employment at another location. Consequently, their
A

purchases of consumer goods and agriculturally-related services .in, the -

original community also ceased,
This Ciduction in the volume of business in YJural communities where

land retirelwent became concentrated caused vigorqus protests by rural

business leaders. Their pressure on Congressmen eventually caused land

retiremeént programs to be reshaped in a manner that did not concentrate

> )

idle lagd by specific regions,

Th£§‘séction indicates how thé employment and income generated in-"

nities and agricultur 11§\related industries, as well as in

b

agriculture; would be,affectea by| the four farm programs énalyzed;. Income

rural co

farm income, associated with a particula‘szée of,

acreage and pattern production would have‘sfrect effects especially in

o ~
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If the farm policy causes a re-

the amount of production materials used.

duction in crop acreage and production, it also would reduce the amount of

tractor fuel, fertilizer, seed, repairs _and equipment moving from proces-
. _sing plants and tﬁroug%;}_z__fervice sector of the rural community. Re-

duction of farm income in a rural area would directly affect the amount of
’ ! 3

consumers' .goods purchased by farm families. g‘t thege reductiona in both

producers and consume;:s goods also would have indirect or secohdary ef-

3

fects in the rural community Business sector. As the fe‘rtilizer distribu- ) |

—

tor's volume and income is reduced, his demand for consumer goods and. ’

( : L

. { &
: /f/inancial serv'ices also would decline. A4s the volume

and income of the -

- LT retailer falls off, he may postpone or/liminate store improvements th E .

Aredu_ciﬂg demand for the products of the localfl{mberyard or machine shOp.

- / A r‘\ ) . * ¢
) < ; .Effects of the Policy Alternatives«on' Income Generated B

<
e

. This section compares the income generation effects of the Land Re- T

s . tirement Al;ernative with those of the other three policy afternatives.

b 14

v Hortiate, . .
. < ¢ \M‘/ 3,7 e 7 .
7. National effects . N C e

. u/ hg3 N % ‘J« v
“f—;'\\ ‘ affecp/ amount of income ,éenerfatedyin rural areas and agricultural‘ly'-“ )

St ’ e o

o8 . . g Y
' < zrelated iﬁ ustries, the es;i e of the amount of the income genei:ated’ b

, . N ")/: - s / “'\( 4 z N
:JI“, ' ,Io? g direct comparison of how the.four program alternatives et

. , S ‘
f-/-- /mde each progi‘am has been convertéd to an index value.1 'l‘he level of Cw, ;
s ~N .
‘i inéome associated with the Land Retirement Alternative is used as a bench- -
T . ( / - A g -.I . . Bt
' . mark and has been set at 100. The results forx the other progframs are‘ .- B4y
/, h 'ﬂ. gﬁ b - . ’ & 4 > ¢ ' ; '
. 4 / ad M L3 - . - N %
A ’{he income generation variable u ged in the tudy is defined as follows o
the amount by which the total income in the Un fd States econong will in- *° 4&
crease because the production of an additi s1° million worth of out- -t
- [‘ . N >
/put in a particalar sector. /»'—«w-% . . VAL -
/- B / . / t - M e .
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N expregsed accordingly (as explained earlier in the manuscript). These

indices for each of the four policy alternatives are presented in Table 5
for the United States and for the 10 farm-production regiouns. .
R -

The figures in Table éfiqdicate that the type of farm program can have

a very great effect on thevamount of income generated in rural areas’ and
PN

agriculturally-related industries. ‘It is true, of course, that if the funds

v ' 9

» and resources required to support and implement a particular type of program

. »

were used elsevhere in the ecohomy, income and employmfntﬁalso would be

generated in these other sectors and locations---as a national'offset_of

~ farm programs in rural communities and agriculturally-related industries.

N 'A ¢
However, the same can be said of a rural industry. If it « e“hot located

: g ~ ’ .
» in the rural community it;could be located in an urban center where it

would generate income and employment. Since an‘emergin' goal of the nation

4

is that of rural comﬁhnity development and a greater gpatial dispersion of

} economic activity and employment the effects of differ Ent farnyptograms

are interesting and important in these xespects.

. (/7 Free Market Alternative )
n/ ’ '*/,‘a%
, . ,Egr_the nation as a whole, production of the crops. included/in this

study would generate about 14 percent less income under the Free’ Market B

‘ —~

Alternative than under the bas= alternative (the Land Retiremént'Alternative).

The smaller income index value for the Free Market Alternative results

beoause of the lower farm income associated(vitn this policy alternative.
’ Income generated under the Free Market Alternative is less thar under the
. ‘*:T———__land/gétiremeﬁzahlternative for all production rggions encept the Southern
Plains region. Under ‘thé Fr rket Alternative, this region would have
v e ™ ' /‘
Q ..

. Ty

-y

.




Table 5..! Indices comparing the amount of income generated under the Land
\Retirement Alternative with the amount of income generated under each
. \ f the other policy alternatives for the United Statés and for the ten'
production regions. N - , - .
4

-

1975 Estimated index values

Region Free Market Land Bargaining * Bargaining
_ Alternative Retirement ) Power - Power

- . Alternative Alte?native A Alternggive B
Uqlted stafes 8 . - - 100 19 130
Northeast 29 100 131 12
Corn Belt %0 100 125 136
Laké States 90 ' 100 . 1214 . ‘ 131
Appalachian .79 100 132 h 147 .
Southeast PR w0 ¢ 126 130
Delta States sg. 100 123 . 144
Southern Plains 126 - 100 " 4 igs R 110
Northern Plains 79 100 _ ¢ 109 . 124
Mountain . 66 100, 120 T 128
Pacific e 100 * 118 123 ~~_

3
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an increased aérgage of wheat and cotton to take éullestdadvantage“of its
soil and water resources.1 To supply its growing fed éattle.iﬁduséfy which
is favored by this location, populétion growth and market environment, feed-
gfains would bé transéorted to it from other regions and more wheat would :
be.used for feed in the Southern Piains ?egion itself. The Corn Belt and'f{
Lake States regions have lejéls of income generated under the Free Market
Alternative that are only 10 percent.less than under the base alte;native.
ﬁowevgp; considerable differences would exist within these regions. Some
N rural areas in the Corn Beit and Lake States regions would have Higher
levels under the Free Market Alternative because market forces concentrate
grain produciion\in the areas of favorable yilelds and{comparative advantage.
Othe; fural aréas of the region wouid have a lower income index under the '
. Free»Market Alternative because a national allocation of crops relgtivg to
*dbmparétive advantagé, reflected in-natural and market conditions, would
"cause them to shift out of grain production and iﬁto less intensive land
uses such as grazing. These differencgg are detailed in a latér section
/ d%aliﬁg with economic impacts of programs in.the North Central Region.
'0veréll, even though some rural areas would“Suffer very adverse out-
comes under the Free Marketlﬁlternative, the CogE Belt ;hd~Lake States
regions would fare mqph better tha; most other regions because a grea%er

. . . LR
proportion of the nation's agricultural production would\be concentrated

in the central United States. Under the Free 'Matket Alternative, crop

1Appendi"x Tables £.1, E.2, E.3 and E.4 present.-the regional distribu-
tion of cropland used for wheat, feedgtains, soybeans and cotton production
under each of the policy alternatives with the 1969 actual values for com-
parison. Appendix Table E. .5 presents the regional distribution of total
cropland used for the crops endogenous to this study with the 1969 actual
values for comparison.

.
‘Vo» bo )
,
o

o e 0045
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acreage in the Southern Plarns, Corn Belt and Lake States regions 15 20
percent.greater than under the Land Retdrenent A1ternativél While crop-
land in these regions also would be shifted from annual crops under the
Free Market Alternative, the sHift'wouid tend to d%neentrate.in regions of

. i) ' ~ b
lowest comparatiye-advantage: Under the Land Retirement Alterndtive,

- ~

land held from production through the inducenent of government payments

¢

to farmers would be scattered throughout all regiqns‘pn a partial farm basis.

It thus tends to hold labor and equipment on tne farm as a means qf op-
'.erating the remainder of the unit, Under the Free Market Alternative, en- ’

tire farms would be shifted from zanual crop production and-the need for

the equipment to nandle’them‘wbuid be eliminated. Also, less 1ntensive land

use would release labor as farms were consolidated to aliow competitive

incomes under lower farm prices and the absence of direct payments to

farmers. The three regions mentioned previously would increase‘their

K

, - !
. crop acreage by a percentage twice as great as for the nation as a whole

"
.

undér the Free Market Alternative. The national crop acreage under the
‘ : v . o
Free Market Alternative is projected to increase by 10 percent over the base

alternative in the absence of land retirement mechanisms,
LIS

The A 1achian, Mountain, and Pacific regions would all have a
greater acreage evoted to crops under the Free Matket Alternative, but

all ‘would have a Icwer index of income " generated than under the .Land Re-

.

tirement A1ternative. The Northeast, Southeast, Northern Plains, and Delta
3».. . =
States would have both a smaller crop acreage and & reduction in income

generated under the Free Market A1ternative. Comparedvto the Land Re-~

c‘ .o~

tirement A1ternative, the reduction, in,income generated for rural areas . ~

andyagricu1tura11y-re1ated indugtries would be severe in these regions,

l"\ ‘ -, 3 ' '/
N

SO TS goas
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A is 19 percent higher than under the Land Retirement Alterpativg‘and 138

e e = D ~
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Bargaining Power Alternative A

In contrast, the higher, farm income and the spatial distribution of

* v

supply restraints associated with the Bargaining Power Alternatives have
-/

~

. a large effect in boosting the amognt of income generat:?’by production of

the en@ogenous crops in the United States and most of the major producing

regioﬂéf The index of income generation under Bargaining Power Alternative

~ -~

percent higher than under the Free Market Alternative. Extfeme differences _ .

- .

prevail forﬂthe'Northeast region, where income generated under Bargaining

Power Alternative A is 31 percent greater than under the Land Retirement .
Alternative and 448 percent greater than under the Free Market Alternative,

Since the Bargaining Power "Alternatives do not inclade payments to farmers .

as a. means of reducing swpply, Bargaining Power Alternative A ?rzyides oniy

A
\]

modest gains in the amount of income generated throughout rural areas émi, .
[} . ’ I 7,)'%.

. . §
agriculturally-related industriés for the Southern Plains, Pacific, and

(3

[y + ‘ .
Northern Plains regions. In income generation, only the Southern Plains

would .be better off under the Free Market Alternative than under Bargaining
: =
Power Alternative A, The Southern Plains region would have a much larger . y
\s.

cotton acreage under the Free Market Alternative than under either the Land'(

Retirement Alternative or Bargaining Power Alternative A, Cotton acreage
. — ’ N
in this region is 55 percent smaller undéi the latter alternative than

under the Free Market Alternative.
>

-~
. -
/ s . -

Bargainin§ Power AIL;rngtive B )

1

.

. Compared with the Land Retirement Alterneﬁgiii:zfrgainihg Power Al- »
’ ) ’ R . l\\ > .
ternative B would bring large increases in the unt of income generdted - _ '

! ] el . <
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'gpr all region§ of the United States Yecause of the Higher farm price;*‘

of this policy a1ternative. QUnder Bargainittg Power Alternative B the

amount of income generated in the Northeast, Appalachian, and Delta States
regions ingreaaes by ‘more than 40 percent over the amunt of income generated
in these regions uéder'the Lana Retirement Alternative. Compared to the -
iand Retirement a1ternative,.the Northeast'region increases its production

of feedgrains while the Appalachian and Delta States regions increade their )

production of cotton under Bargaining Power Alternative B. All of the farm

N

production regions except the SOuthern P1ains region w0u1d have their

highest level of income generation under Bargaining Power Alternative B.

Under this policy a1ternative, cotton acreage in the SOuthern Plains region

w0u1d be 61 percent 1ess than it 1s in the Free Market Alternative. to-

%
”~
.

Rural area effects

' Each of the 10 farm production regions we have been discussing is

comprised of several rural areas. The effect of a policy alternative upon
, .

some of the rural areas within a farm production region may be significantly

i . .
different than the effect of that policy alternative on the farm production
. | . o o . .
region as a whole. For example, a policy alternative that would increase

| i .
the amount of income generated in a farm production region may cause the

e %

amount of income generated to incrdase’ n some rural areas, decrease in
others, and remain conetant in other rural areas. The“following discussien ]
Cwill higﬁlight those:rnral areaslthat experience ingome generation effects
significantly'&ifferent than thoee reported for ;heXEntire farm production
region. For all of the policy a1ternatives, Appendix Table D.1 presents

“the indices of income generated for each of the 40 states that have/Eropland
.o 4

\ It
1

0048
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. that can be used for production in the programming model, and Appendix ;

Table D.2 presents the,indices of income generated for each of the 150

AN rurdal dgeas used in this study. All of the index values referred to in

this discussion can be found in these appendix tables. In this section we
will present only a general discussion of the incomg generation effects |
that would occur in the rural areas of the North Central Region. A more

detailed analysis for:those rural areas is presented in the section dealing

~/

7 exclusively with tﬁe Noyth Central Region.‘
s . . "’\,.' . o~ - - B I

< < . N » .

e Freé Market*titernatéve—~______ ) \‘\

e ) r 4 > \
. Under, the Free Market Alternative, the income generated in the\entire

Y

and’

s

1

Northeast region would decrease by 70 percent from its level under the Land
- ‘Retirement Alternative. However, in western New York, the ipcome generated
- under the Free Market Alternative would be 34 percent higher than’unde: .

tﬁe Land“ietirement Alternative (see rural area 1). When the production

-~

restraints associated with the Land Retirement Alternative dre withdrawn,
' ) T .

this rurdl area would concentrate on wheat production which would result in

. e an increase in the amount of incomk generated under the Free Market AL-
- \ -
ternative for this rural area. The acreage devoted to wheat in this rural

»

. arca would increase by 65 percent under the Free Market Alternative. In
50 = - i Fe
the Appalachian region as a whole, the income generated under the Free

4

Market Alternative is 20 percent lower than under the Land Retirement -
Alternative. However, in eastern Nort\\garolina and western Kentucky, the .

amount of income generated under the Free Market‘Alternatiwe is much higher

~

than under the Land Retirement Alternative because of increases in crop
v $~:J‘~\,§- 0

» e g - ‘}" P
g G

=3 production in these rural areas- (see rural areas 7, 10, 33, 34, 35 41).

. f - -
. 75/' .

:
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In western Kentucky the acreage in crops incéreases by 50 percent under the
. Free Ma;ket Alternative while in eastern North Carolina the acreage ichrops
under this policy alternatime;&s 35 percent greater than underythe Land
Retirement Alternative. .

Under the Free Market Alternative the.oroduction of feedérains in

~

southern ‘Georgia increases by almost 40 percent‘from its level under the

»

Land Retirement Alternative (see rural areas 13, 14). This increase in

— .'\. i . ~ \ — - . 7
production causes the income generated.by these rural areas to_be greater
under the Free Market A1ternative tﬂin under the Land Retirement Alternative.

Similarly, in western Louisiana a threefold increase in the production of

cotton cauges the income generated in this area to be 176 perc ger

LN

under the Pree Market A1ternative than under the Land Retirement A1ternative

v
<

(see rural area 120). ‘ / - .
The Southern Plains region is the only farm production region for

which the amount of. income generated under the Free Market'Alternatiye is

e s o S -~

greater than it wouid be under the Land Retirement A1ternative. However,
- this increase i&&iggbme generation is not digtributed eyeniy throughout

the Southern Plains region, Of the 23 rural areas ln,this region, only

..

eight of them would have'higher levels of income generation‘under the

.

Free Market A1ternative than under the Land*RetirementaA1terhative (see _
. ks} e T

- - ‘ rad

.rural areas 111, 112, 114, 115, 116, 122, ;24, 126). These,rgral{;feas-wwxf

are located in'southwestern Oklahoma' north&estern Texas; and sou h-'central
’ .

Texas and would experience sizeable increases in the number of acres dei

. L
~..

voted to the production oi COvtOﬂ under the Free Market Alternative. JThis

\\\ . implies that although the merchants and rqral citizens in theee eight rural
i
[ o . gl ,_" ' .

I
; .

| 00‘5&1;;,*7;.

I

~
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: _ \ et
areas would benefit from a shift from thi Land—RetiremenJLAlternative to \'t

.

the Free Market Alternative, the pitizen in the remaining 15 rural areas

of this region would be, adversely affected under the Free Market Alternatiﬁe;.;

A -

. . Without the land diversion restraints associated with: the base so- ’{

;§~‘ lution; the production.of;feedgrains in the Mountain region could shift f’A
-~ b Y v e
-~ N - from rural areas with primari%y dryland production methods t6)rura1 areas ‘

* where irrigation can be-used to best advantage. Therefore, while the in-

e

s - come generdated in “the ¥ Mounfain\regionﬂas a whole decreases by 34 percent

under the Free Market Alternative, the income generated in‘three of the rural

o areas of this region would increase under this policy alternative. Under

the Free Market Alternative the preduction of feedgrains 18 twice as large .

\ as it would be under Fhe Land %etirement Alternative in eastern New Mexico,ﬁ‘ .

) east-eentral Colorado, and northeastern Colorado (see rural ZEEAQ 129! 132, .
VT ey, o », . | -
In central California and central Washingto:, the iacome generated

r‘ ‘under the Free Market Altetnative would be siéntficantly*lees than it\ o
weuld be under the Land’§:tire?ent A1ternati&e (see rural areas 144, iSd).

Both ofkgbese rural areas would concentrate on wheat production under the
. Free Market Alrernative rather than on the production of feedgrains and
,.E\g ‘ _cotton which they would be primarily dependent on under=the Land Retirement

% : Alternative. This shift in the commodity mix in these rural areas causes é;¢
an 81 percent décrease in the amount of income generated in central Cal- -

’

v 4 fornia agd a 53 percent decrease in the amount of income generated in
‘ ' ¢ v CL ‘
central Washington under the Free Market Alternative. However, in southern

. . 5 . i

. ,ﬁ; «Célifornia the production of cetaeﬁ under the Free Market Alternative is.
sl /. : ‘ N

) . . . - -
1 L '
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three times as large as it would be under the Land Retirement Alternative

(see rural area 143). Therefore, thé ircome generated in this rural area
q« . . . ~
increases by 119 percent under the Free Market Alternative as compared to

the base alternative. » s

e

While_the Co;n Belt region as_a whole suffers a 10 percent decrease
in the amount of income generated under the Free ﬁaryet‘diternativef the
rural areas in southern Ohio and ce;tral Indiana have more income éenerated
under this a1ternative than they doiunder the Land Retirement Alternative '

(see rural areas 36, 37, 40, 43). These rural areas are allowed to con-
. ?w\
centrate on the production of feedgrains under the Free Market Alternative
e

-

-which would cause the amount of income generated'to_increase under this-
e

. . 3

policy alternative. 1In the northern and western sections of the North

Central Region, the amount of income generated under the Free Market }1- ¢

ternative is much less than it would be under the’ Land Retirement Alternative
f‘,;'

as there are considerably fewer acres of cropland in production under the

Tz~

former solution than under the latter (see‘section on North Central Region)

i L}

Under the Free Market. Alternative productidn of each of the crops
-z ?
included in our model is concentrated in those rural areas that are best

ki

suited for the production of these crops. Thus it was possibie that thep
demands associated with this policy a1ternative could be satisfied evén

though _some rural areas:Would not ‘produce any of the crops endogenousetq '
- .

. A
this study under the Free Market A1ternative. Therefore} our analysis

W 7
Lo

. shows that the ambunt of income generated by the,production of&these ;rops

would fall to zero under the Free Market A1ternative. Perfect mobility of

resources is assumed among the 150 rural areas in thq programming model.

/ . | / fﬁ'_”
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\

This asgumption allows drastic shifts in location and amounts of production

under the Free Market Alterngt;ve. In actuality, resources (e.g., capital
k -

and labor) would possess some immobility resulting in smaller shifts-and

changeé%ggan indicated by this policy altermative. Even wﬁ;h perfect mo-

(e

bility of resources, however, total income in an area or region would not

£fall to zero, since the commodities studied do ﬁbt generate the entire in-

cque of any area or region.~’Ruraf areas in w;ich the amount of income
genera;ed is at or near the zero -level under the Free Market Alternative
are in easte;n Pennsylvania, southwestern Missouri, norghgrn Wiscoqsin,
« central Minnesota, eastern Virgfnig, western North Carolina, cgntral Ten-

a

nessee, central Alabama, central.Texas, the westefq areas 'of the Dakotas,

t

" southeastern Montana, eastérn Wyoming, east-centréf Colorado, and southern
Arizona (see rural areas 2, 64, 47, 78, 5, 6, 16, 28, 22, 23, 121, 123,

-128, 82, 83, 85, 86, 136, 135, 131, 142).

e \
Bargaining Power Alternative A ’

Under Bargaining Power Alternative A? the income generated in the

"

Appalach!!9 and Southeast regigﬁs is greater than it‘w0u1d be under the

- Land Retirement Alternative. The amount of income generated in the Ap-

e

palachian region increases by 32 percent while in the SOutheast.region it
increases by 24 percent. However,‘somemof the rural areas in these regions
would experiencé decreases in thg_amOun£ of incomé generated under Bargaining
Power Alternative A (see rura; areas 9, 16, 17, 18, 21, 22, 23, 24, 26).

Thesé rural areas are located in western North and South Carolina, northern

=

—

Feorgia_and\central Alabama; ind as a group would have over 50 percent

fewer acres in crops under Bargaining Power Alternative A than under‘fhe




Land Retiremént Alternative. This decrease in production is due to the lower
¥

demands associated with Bargaining Power Alternative A which can be satisfied

in rgral areas that possess either higher quality land or more advantageous

transportation factors. This shift in relative production means that the
4 .

higher \farm commq?ity prices assoc%aged‘with Bargaiming Power Alternative .

S

A would not benefit farmers and other rural citizens in-these rural areas

(when compared to the base alternative). i . :

E S
-

s In the Delta States region as a whole, the amount of income generated

under Bargaining Power Alternative A is 23 percent greater than it would

©

be under the Land Retirement Alternative. However, in western Louisiana,

and southern Arkanaas the income generated under Bargaining Power. Alternative

o

A is inghtiy less than it would berunder the base alternative (see rural

—~ T

areas 59, 120). And in north-central Louisiana there would be 40 percent

less income generated under Bargaining Power Altdinative A (see rural
afea 58). Th ble decrease in the amount of iricome generated would
. - ~ .

be the ;esult of a major reductiqn'in the amount of cropland used in this
<

rurédl area under Bargaining Power Alternative A, Under this policy al-

- - -

ternative there would be 70 percent fewer acres in production than under:

the Land Retirement Alternative in this rural area.

1

Under Bargaining Power Alternative A the amount of income generated
' in‘the Southern Plains region would be only four percent greaten than
under the Land Retirement Alternative and Would be 17 percent less than it

would be under the Free Market Alternative. However, the “income generated

under Bargaining Power Alternative A is distributed much more evenly through-
. - 0

out the Southern Plains region than under the Free Market Alternative.

-

Under Bargaining Power Alternative A, 15 of the region's 23 rural areas —
8 . ]
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1 - a
o

- gion as only " one of its rura;:aggziwould have}a sizeable -decrease in the

N
.
. . L .
'
. ~ -
) ! ~

would have‘increases ih the amount of income generated as compared to(basef‘

~_\alterga“tiiy_e_;jhe rura

erated under Bargaining Pow
(ri
o N

lLl 115, 118, 119, 121, 37)

“~.rural areas would have 25 percent fewer cropland acres in production than

\ <.

49

@

under.the Land Retirement Alternaéive. '

’

P

/i'.

EoST

areas that would not have increases in income gen-

Alternative Aiﬁre focated in ‘'southern Ok~

Under this policy alternative these eight

Bargaining Power Alternatiye A than under the Land Retirement Alternative.

aaad

.This increase in the amount of income generated,occurs throughout the re-

ra

amount of income generated ‘under Bargainingipower,Alternatiye A (see rural

k

area'l32):n While this rural a&%a‘concj;}fates oW’the production’ of feed-

© . grains under both policy alternativps, 30 percent fewer

productionxunder Bargaining Power)A ernative A resu1ting

decrease in the amount of income g nerat;h in this rural area
T~

/

.

-7

PRSSER

would have a marked decrease in the annunt of

-

Jl\res would be in

in a 1% percent

)

. In the Pacific region, only rural area 143 in\southgastern California

i

under the Land'Ret r

.r/<!

‘.

., under Barg ining Power Altern27ive A,

¢meq£vélge£n§tive.

¥ Land Retirem é@ Alternative, shifts almost entire

L Due to /this drastic reductio
-

However,

tive A as it did

‘he production of wheat,

in

4 °

/ -
under.Barzaining

/
1ar7p

in 3 'ggrated under
Bargaining Power AlternatiLe A. This rural area tains almost the same’

level of cotton pr:?ﬂction hnder Bargaining P wer—ﬁlte

lahoma, east-central Texas nd southwestéig Texas (ng rural areas 105, 110,.

NS

The Mountain region would have 20 percent more income generated under
2 . . ¢ -

)
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i?ower A1ternative A would be 20 percent less than under the Land Retirement
. _____h ~ N
/ Aiternative . .

A Ey >

‘Under Bargaining Power Alternative A, the increase in the amount of

-~

. income generated in the Corn Belt andl}ake States regions would be distyributed

throughout the rurai areas oﬁ these two regions Only in southern Ohio

does\the amount of income generated under Bargaining Power A1ternative/
\ “ . ecrease “by more than 10 percent from what it would be under the Land Re-
tirement AIternativeftsee rural areas 36, ?7). However, in the Northern
P1ains region, rural areas in southwestern NorthrDakota; central South
\'f Dakota_and southwestern Kansas would experience significant decreases in
the number of acres in production and in the amount of income'generated
i Q_ under Bargaining Power Alternative A (see rural areas 83, 86, 88, iOA).
. v
\\\“ .~,§ura1 area 83 in southwestern South Dakota is the only rural area in the

— /

_model which wouldn't have any production’of the crops, endogenous to this

s ~ —

l\ studylunder Bargaining Power Alternative A, Therefore, the amount of in-

v . H \
come generated in this rural area would fall toc zero under Bargaining

g .~ Power Alternative A. ) .
v . ) ’ )
4 . , —/‘- / * l, L) -

Bargaining Power Alternative B

P

/ -~

~ - Nationally, the amount of.income.generated under Balﬁaining Power

\
Alternative B is 30 percent greater than dnder the Land Retirement Alter-

tive This iﬂcrease in the: amount of fncome generated is experienced

\
tnroughout most of the. rural areas de1ineated for' this study "Only 23 of

”,

\" g -~

“ =

_ , )//{ the 150 rura al areas would have less income generated under Batgaining Power
b

A1ternative B than under the Land Retirement Alternative These are aéeas

which would have drastic reductions in the amount of farm commodities they

- i “ . . \ / N | . L. - 3 T .
v - ) ¢ s . ‘
: Q . ) / / N O O 56 ' - \ﬂ . ' '
- ' B ’ \ @«
N \
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would produce under Bargaining Power Alternative K.’ Therefore, even with
N /') //
- the higher farm prices associated with this policy alternative, the amount

" of ifcome generated in these areas would be” 1e§s than under the Land.

s -
N

Retirement A1ternati{:; -
. In western North/ Garolina, northern Georgia and southern Alabama, the

. af
- ! . 3
3 IS

< - . . amount of income gener”ted\under Bargaining Power Alternative B decreases

o .
s by more than‘Tg?perk

v Lt ,

§ /
.. ternative (see ra¥
/ 0*1\ 3 1

t fromits level under the Land Retirement Al-

areas 16, 18 21 24). Under Bargaining Power Al-

—lss T e, ' .
ternative B, 70 p ent fewer acres are in production in these rural areas
than under the Lan Retirement Alternative., While the production of feéd-

L , ‘
- grains an cottfn in these areas remains dlmost constant between the 'two

’

Bargaining PjEer A1te%£3\ive B.

=, - .
While thé income generated\throughout the De1ta States region is

“t< . :"'

the Land Reti:ement A1ternative3(see rural jarea 58). The total number of
\\,. ‘5 N

1
p ey

') ’

Y
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- T / - , ]\

~- than under the Land Retirement A1ternative,‘on1y four of this region's 23

Ny ., : ¥ 4 K ; . - -
- R N . N ; .
R rural areas would experience sizeable decreases in the amount of income §
L \ . « oo .
generated under-thig policy alternative. These four rural areas are:

: o \ N p . .
. ~ - ‘oL
locatéed in southeastern Oklahoma and northeastern Texas (see rural areas
. ok

. ; RN . \
110, 115, 118, '119). Under, Bargaining Power Alternative B these rural areas

f > , ! ‘;'f :
would have 64 percent/fewer acres in production than under the Land Re-

tirement A1ternative../This decrease in cropland acreage would be accom-

. £d.
f panied by—a shift from cotton and soybean production tq.primarily wheat
z/” .
? . production under Bargaining Power QIternative B contributing to the de-“
A} \; - - v
é crease in.incjme generated in theg//aour rural areas. ,

The! on1y ru area in the Pacific region which would have\less in-.

he ¥

come genezated under Bargaining PqWer A1ternative B than under the Land

~
‘\' ~
) \\V\Retirement A1ternative is located in southeastern California (see rural area
| / N 7 /

- 143) " This rural area(.which wou1 have 74 percenﬂ fewer acres in produc- o,
// < \ ; :

’ tion under Bargaining ower A1ternative B,\would have a 19 percent de- ,

crease in the amount of income generatea undez- this policy alternative

/

y compared to the Land Retirement Alternative, \§\\ ‘ \ ’
- \ ‘ '
In the North Centra1 Region the on1y rural areas whi \\h e less in-
+
come generated under Bargaining Power/Alternative B than unﬁer\the\Land

’

Retirement Alternative are in centra1 South Dakota and southwestern Kansas

(see rural areas 88 104) Rural area 88 in central South‘Jakota would ///
1 ‘ - .
have 81 percent fever acresainﬁproduction under Bargainﬂng Power AIternative

B. Rural area 104 in southwestern Kansas shifts from a production pattern

9 -
~ o, —t

|
dominated by the production of feedgrains under the Lanr Retirement/Al-

-

ternative to one in which 70 percent of its cropland agtes would- b# used

to produce wheat, o (

=
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N\~ e 3 " Effects of the Policy Alternatives on Employment Generated

N "+ This section compares the employment generation effects of the Lang

" Retirement Alternative with these of the other three policy alternatives.

ot i
Ed ~ 4 e LY

o | ——
. . )) . . ; [ ’ \
To show the differential\impacts which the four policy—alternatiueg\

ﬁational effects

have on_the amounts of employment generated in different areas, We/have

-
- \

again computed indices that compare the amount of employment generated under
the Land Retirement Alternaﬁiye with the amount of employment generated °
"umder each of the other policy alternatives.1 These indices are presented

in Table 6 for the United States and for each of the 10 farm production

regions,

Free Market Alternative

Nationally, the amount of emp loyment that is generated by the produc-

f// tion of the crops endogenous to this model would be 14 percent less under\

the Free Market Alternative than under the Land Retirement Alternative. ’~\\<

‘While the quantity produceu increasesx\\BEr\the\Eree Market Alternative,
. the price ‘received by farmers would decrease by a proportionally greater
“factor. The resulting reduction in the value of farm output wouild lead v
S ‘ .

to. a.decrease in net farm income and to a reduction in the amount of em-

ployment generated under the Free Mark

Alternative. P

A

. S 1The employment generation variable used in this study is defined as

follows: the number of additid/al workers required in the United States .
economy because of the production of an additional $l million worth of ~
output in a particular sectdr. ) :

0059
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Table 6. Indices comparing the amount of employment generated under the Land
Retirement Alternative'ﬁ}fﬁ’fhe amount of employment generated under
each of the other policy alternatives for ‘the United States and for
the ten farm productionn regions. \

@

\ . 1975 Estimated index-values '

Region ' Free Market - Land . Bargaining Bargaining“?\\b —
' Alternative Retirement Power _* Power ’
) Alternative Alternative A . Alternative B
United States 87 © 10 oL 120 o BT R
Northeast 37 " 100 1 . - 133 ¢
Coin Belt 91 7 \100. ; 127 138
Like States | 90 100 ) 120 '130
Appalachian ‘ 76 100, 132 \ 148 ;)
Southeast 61 100 129 ° 136
, Delta States \ 56 100 1 124 i -145
Southern Plains 130 100 - 104 . 109
Northern Plains ;9 - 100 ~ 109 124
Muntain : 69 /,7 " 100 ’ 120 - 128 )
Pacific ' | 100 119 4 125
Z - e
(00t
.
+ i — - - i N
: SRR [
. , \ ! - '
- / . N /
) i 0080 . |
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However, the amount of employment generated in the Southern Plains

T~ . T F e

region increases by 30 percent under the Free Market Alternative. Under "\“r
\“_{ -

tﬁid‘policy alternative the production of cotton would almost double in ///

v

e M /
the Southern Plains region.1 Since the Labor GenerationtFactor of cottén . o/

N

- is high relatiﬂe to the other crops, this shift to cotton production ices

‘the'increase in employment in this region. Howe,er,,the Appalachian,

Southeast Delta States, Mountain, and Pacificfregions all would experience

\\

sizeable reductions in the amount oﬁ\cotton produced ;under the Fre Market /

Lot

—t -y

e Alternative. This reduction in cottOn produeté?n‘contrihutes substantially

4 -
~e k

to the decrease in the amount of employdent:generated‘ln'these regions under

i » 1 < ' A\ .

_this alternative. ’ S % ,/ . -

N b A\ <7

. !
VT Under the Free Market Alternative the‘Northeast region would havé a

i

-
-

63 percent decrease in the amount of employment generated compafed to the s
— // N
. base alternative. The amount of cropland_ﬂﬁ:produétion decreases by 58

percent in this’ region under the Free Market Alternative. This means that

N # employment -in the Northeast region is adversely affedted/due to two factors.
fw‘»j The firxst is the low farm prices *hat af‘”igsociiszfkith ‘the Free Market

Alternative and the second is the decrease in pr/ uction that would occur
J
when acreage restraints are removed. Howe éé, the acreage in crops would™ .

.

increase under the Free Market Alternative in$the_C9rn Belt and the Lake
~_ ¥

et 3

.of cropland used for wheat,mfged rains, soybearis, and_cotton prdductian for ,//
each of the policy-alternatives with 1969 ‘actual values™for comparison.

_Appendix Tablea presents the rdgional distr bution of total cropland used

““for.the crops ndogenous to this, gtudy for eac ofwthe olicy alternatives/
with 1969 ual values for- comparispn.;‘ k\gfp

. s ; . B .

. 1Appendix Tables E.1, 5»2., E.3, and ;\Z\presens\thgtregional distribution )

——t
T e




/\,)

States regionQ_/ This increase in,production partia11y offsets the low \\\\

{
T A -
_,;%jj7i\ ' farm prices associated with the.Free Market Alternative so that the ‘amount
e N\ : s
N A\ of employment generated under this policy alternative decreases by oplyhlo
\  percent in these two regions. - ‘ .

gaininngower Alternatfbe A

— .

Under Bargaining Power<Aiternative A, the amount of employment gen-

3

~ erated in each of the farm production regions i higher than it would be

P

~ under the Land Retirement Alternative and wou1d‘be\20 percent higher for “the

A

) \ B
nation as a whole under Bargaining Power Alternative k\\ In the.Appalachian

—

<

¢ \

o and the Southeast regions cotton production increases by more than 30
\\ percent under Bargaining Power Alternative A. This increase in cotton
production c0ntributes to the 32 percent increase in employment generated

S—
in the Appalachian region and the 22 percent\increase in emplosznt gfger-
' 2 . : - - ' -
’ “ ated in the Southeast region. PN L -

,’—.’_H:‘he amount of employment generated under Bargaining Power A ternative>ﬂ) |

AN

A increases by only four percent in the Southern Plains region. Under this

policy alternative the Southern Plains Zzgion would have fewer acres devoted,

acres:ijpoted to producing feed-

-

to producing cotton and soybeans and mo

-

grains and wheat” than under the Land Retirement;A%fernative. While the

¢ =

tota1 number of acres in production'would decr

e’Ae~on1y ) ightly dhder

.,

production mix under thi
3\

Bargaining Power Alternative A,(the shift in/)
H Y \

policy alternative leads to only a slight increase in the amount of emplo

» -—

ment generated in the=Southern Plains region. In.the Northern Plains regi n

’ . / P
- the number of acges in production would decrease by, 1 percent under Bar-
-~ 1 hd £ . ) */ } _ S v

— -t ) . P
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\\gaining\Power A1ternative A compared Lo the base alternative. However, the

~,
.

acreage devoted to feedgrains under this policy alternative is only slightly -
7

' - - r—— -

grains have the highest Labor\generation factor, the maintenance of feed-\\

A

grains production coupled with the higher prices tes of Bargaining Power

, \, .
Lo A1ternative A would tnduce a nihe_ percent increase in the afount of em- -
- . T = ':"‘ _,..\‘-‘ )

ployment generated in the Northern lains regions - e

AN \
B

Bargaining Power Alternativi

Nationally the amount of employment generated by the production of |

the crops endogenous to this study would increase by 31 percent under

/
\ Bargaining Power Alternative B, While the total ngﬁher of asres\:: proa\
“ ol N

~duction ufider Bargaining Power Aiternative B would be 12-perc wer

with Bargaining Power A1ternative B mobe than offsets‘this Heerggse\in
- -3

nrcduction. A sizeable inc\egse in the amdﬁgz of employment generatEd would

result for all .but the Southern‘Plafns regionj\\The:Southern.Plains region

~

ah{only a 19 percent increase in emp ent under Bargdining Power Al-
| .0 - - : - _ ' .
_ternative B. This relatively small increas in employment would be due

=il %«s{% e

lternative. e
) [m;zag

area effects 5

1ess than ynder the Land Retirement A1ternative. Since in this region feéd-

T .
- . " - ~ /
than under the Land Retifeﬁent“Alternative, the higher prie:;:EEBag ated /

AN
L3
AN
¢
AN
"
AN
’
v o
N
v
»
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|
]
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N tives, their index values in any region or: rural area vary %ﬂ_&hﬁtﬂggg,,:a

~

direction as- the income index vglues would when they are comparéd to" the ; -
Land Retirement Alternative. Because we have previously presented a de-
tailed~description of the income effects of the alternative farm policies

& i
on rufgl areas, we will now present only a general discussion of tﬁe\\\\ ;

XS

M -

i employment effects that the alternative policies can have cn individual AN

rural areas. .However, Appendix Table D 3 presents the indices of employ-

N s

ment generated for each of the 40 states that have cropland that can be

_? used for production in the programming model and Appendix Table-D.4 pre- RS

PPN

\\\\\ { - sents the indices of employment generated for each of the 150 rural areas

used in the study. Additional comments detailing the employment effects™

7, - N

of \the.alterndtive policies upOn the North Central Regim\ can be found. in
.. . \ 3 i

w

Free Mdrket Alternative

B The‘decrease in the ambunt of employment generated under the Free

~

Market Alt?rnative noted at the ‘national leve1 would occur widely through-

as "
>

out the\rukal areas of the natiom. Only those rural areas that have large
\ ) A N s
oo increaaes in cr0p production-would have significant gaing-in-the amount of

A |
N employment generated under the Free Market Alternative. :
s : i .
LREN © .~ In wégtern New York and northwestern Nebraska,wheat production almost
B Y 1 ' ’ ) L
: N - ¥ i
N/ o doublés\under the Free Market Alternative which would cause the increased
\\ \\\‘ . \ f 2
AL
\' ~\
\ ~
\

0y

N
: . . \ ' . v . N % .
. . - 'y
\Y - - (4
. R . .

XX: employmenf would rise i{n southern Ohio and Indiana western Kentucky,

e L - 0064




59 .-

AN
®

eastern North Carolina and southeastern Georgia (see rural areas 36, 37,

-

" 43,.40, 33, 34, 35y 41, 7, 10, 13) The irrigated production of feedgrain&_

N 1

would increase in eastern New Mexico, east-central Colorado and northeastern
. A

Colorado inducing the greater amounts of employment generated in these

=rural areas’ under the Free Market Alternative (see rural areas 129, 132,

- N of

l3ﬂ). Cotton produgkion, which has a large labbr generation factor would

increase in west-central Louisiana, southwestern Texag: northwestern and

south-central Texas, and southeastern California (see rural‘areas 150,111,
112, 114, 115, 116, 122, 124, 143). This increased cotton production leaGs
to the large increases in the amount of employment generated bngerhthe

Free‘Market.Alternative in these rural areas relative to the base alter-
native. - .

) , )
In contrast to those rural areas which would have gains in. the amount -
g i

of employment generated under the Free Market Alternative, there are hum-
” e - . \,
‘erous rural areas that would not produce any of, the endogenous crops under

this policy alternative. In rural areas\where this occors, the estimated

y Pl .
- amount of employment generated by the crops endogenous to this study falls

to zero., Rural areas in which the amount of employment generated is es-

-

06‘ N
timabeégat,or near the. zero level under the Free Mark?}JAlternative are

_in eastérn Pennsylvania, southwestern Missouri, northern Wisconsin, central

L]

Minnesota, eastern Virginia western North Carolina, central Tennessee,

eastern Alabama central Texas, the’ western ‘areas of the Dakotas, south-
[of

eastern Montana eastern W?oming, east-central Colorado and southern A
Arizona((see rural areas 2 64, 47, 78, 5 6, 16, 28, 22 23, 121 123
"

-
-

128, 82, 83, 85, 86, 136, 135, 131, 142). - R
L B

»
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" number of acres in production in the rural areas which have significantl

a_a_785 86, 88, 105, 14

—

N o

-

s,

>,

\ ‘r

M’ st -

wast-ce tra1 Wisconain, central'North Carolina, southwestern Kansas, “and

™

,’»’5’"'4.‘%.«« g

As me'tioned'previou;I;:\\he amount of pBoyment generated for

"f P

(S

53,@

.

numerous tural areas would have less enploymen§

\ -,

ternative. However,

o

oY
\ A

‘5

under Bargaining 'Power Alternative A is only 2 percent less than under the

La d Retirement A1ternative, there\would be 46 percent decrease in the

,‘\ »w"

less employment generated under Bargaining Power Alternative A.

In western South Dakota, northeastern Oklahoma, -and southeastern

California t

Alternative A th
RS

This decrease in wheat productiOn would be the

_
(see ural> areas 16, 18 24, 1 58, 110, 115 118, L19 127) The pro-

’s

uctionxdf both féQ:grains and eoybeans would decrease in southern Ohio,

.\ . \ 5, *
c tral\ Nebraska (see, rural areas 36 37 76, 9, 93, 104). 2 rggR%:d
R ¢

. ¢ «
.., \.?f\:\;-,}/ / N - s U ‘ . \'.'
"‘h.\ -~V 'v\ -, " B T : . :\',' ::'
Y \ . . / N (Q'z
¢ -\“ N ' ' N h L4 ‘{ o~
' \ ™ \\\ 0006 oy

e e e e i o s =

\ _‘
undey’ the Land Retirement A1ternative (see rural areasy

A}ternative A. Decreased: scyuean roduction§

¥

§<
11

A ks ,,z;@:i,,«,,sm&qm”

production of wheat is markedly lower under Bargaining Poger

ot
L

N .

P

oo B .

s
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e central Washington, south-cenfral Col\t.arado, southwestern North Dakota,

\eail\to decreases in the amount of .
\\ AN - N
that o&\gs in th se rura/]/areas. In ’

production of\ these two crops w

econ\gmic activity fid employme

decreased produgtion of°feed rains leads to reductions(,in—% amount of

. .employment generated in thede rural areas under }argai\ing er Alternative
- ¥ o

P X ) )
\(see rural areas 1}2 150, 83) The above-mentioned rural ares\ in . ‘, -

, Southwestern North Dakota 1is the only rural area in our model whi\ch Wouldn t\ E |

‘have any produ:..ti, ‘ the endogenous cropf under Bargvir(/ Power Axlter..

native A, Therefor , the amount of employment generated is estimated to
& 1 ) !

AN -
fall to zero under Barg\aining Power A,lternative A in this rural area. '

~. S LT
o Bargaini;LI’Wer AlternativeB ) \ \ . (\ /}x ’

Only 13 of .the model's 150 rur\al areas would have significantly 1es%’
§
\
employment generated under Bargaining Power Alternative B than they would

have under the Land Retirement Alternative. Aall of these 13 were among the \

- \

24 . pural areas which had less employment generated under Bargaining Power

Alternative A). Wﬁg for the entire nation the acreage in product\ion under
[ X (ad

’ Bargaining Power Alternative B would decrease by 12 p‘ercent from its Lahd

he acrgage in productijn/ﬂld decrease -

&
entral South Dakota, south-
western Kanh‘a/b, south-central ColAbrado and soqtheaster\nh California (see & “‘j

southeastern Oklahoma, northeaetern Texas,

E}

rural areas 16, 18, 24 21, 58, 110, llS, 118, 119, 88, 104, 13?& 143),

-~

. H .
e ; . \ .

'\ - ' * - T M . .
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IMPACT ON.THE. NORTH CENTRAL REGION

Y

rl »
«

our attention to a detailed analysig of the poten-

1

tive farnxprograms on the income an employment of '
®

11, bounded areas represent the 62

al rural areas wh ; make up he region. ( he rural are;s of -the—~

‘qf/er states have been left out of Figure 10 to emphasize the Nortthentral

R

Region. However, detailed data also are available for the 88 rural areas

{

° - - {
outsidggthe North CentrAl Region.,) Special attention is Levoted to the

Nordﬂ

.Iowa, Illinois, Indiana Ohio, Michigan, Wisconsin and Minnesota) since a

n\\\l States (North Dakota, South Dakota Nebraska Kansas, Misso'ri

special research program has been established for these states through the_

‘North Central Regional Center for Rural Development. The/North Central Re-

N
%

gion embraces three of the major agricultural producing areas of: the United
States. Within it are the Lake States region, noted for its dairy and grai
production, the Corn Belt region, noted for 'the production of feedgrains,
soybeans, swine and fed beef, and the Northern Plains region, famous for

its cow—calf ranches and wheat farms. -
- 1

A second reason for selectlng*this region for special analysis is
* |

that the Norfh Central Region produces a major share of the agricultural
' ! r

output of the United States. In 1970, farmers in this region received 43
3%

 percent of-.t realized gross farm income earned in the

\ \ |
\\%n addition a majority of the cropland acres devoted to the crops endogenousa
to this study (wheat, feedgrains,,soybeans§§nd cotton)

\

) _\_.
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4 . . . N '
been located here. In 1969, 63 percent of\zhéqacres devoted to the pro-

duction of these crops was located in this region. “Since government farm

programs have traditionally had a direct effect on these crops, the people

in: the North Central Region who derive their incomes from agriculturalix-

' 7

related occupations would have a direct interest in government farm programs.

s ‘ A-third reason for focusing on the Noyth Cen;%&l Region is because .
/

many of the people of this region reside in rura}’qgmmunities and work in e

v

agriculturally-related dccupations that would bel affected by changes in the
farming industry resulting under alterpative farm programs. 1In 1970 the

. rural population of the North Central Region w#s 16.1 million people or r

—

almost 30 percent of the people who lived in rural areds of the United

Stateswthat year. In addition to farmers and farmy rkers, these are people
- ' /
who live Jand work in small, rural communities gnd/dexiye mach of their in-
e : p ¢ ) )
|- come by providing services to the farming sectof. As'has been discussed -
previously, theie people have borne much of’the burden associated with the
g : & 4{/ < +-///
rapid technological advance of the agri stfy in the United States.

/ . To these people decreased employment opportunities may refer to a relativé ' /
N - - 1

I
.

)« . or neighbor who is forced to move to a metropolitan area to ﬁind work. Any
: LuuuwM reduction in the economic base of their community is diréctly related to

tHe~quality of education their children geceive and the property taxes

1 1
they -pay. Chariges in government farm policies that affect the welfare of

rural people will have considerable fmpact'oﬁ the North Cefitral Region as ’
! .

Zj percent of the people living in this region in 1970 were classified g§

1 ving in rural areas. | N

serve as a foundation

// |
‘ -

\\\\ The regibn contains 62 of the rural areas jé}c
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C °  .for this study. On the average, each of these:S:;al areas include 15 coun-

ties. Thus, these areas are larg

fthan

~rgra¥£inmmunity as it is con- z(

presented for indivioual rural -

Al

. N

ventionally known. However, the/resul

areas Within the North Central egion

Q suggest how different farm prograni .
/ ; . Y-
/’//\\fﬂTe atives would affect the amount of income and employment generated 3
/

by prgduction of the endogenous crops in rural areas’and in their economic ] \\\\

subsygtemg/ which' are rural communities.

[N

. We will first s rize briefly the effect of -the four policy alter-
- w
natives on crop acreageé and production throughout the individual/;ural areas

3

of the North Ceritral Region

'

. N ' ] . ®We will then examine the inoirectA;}fects 3
e ' that these changes would have the employment and incdhe/éenerateg in |
rural areas throughout the/region. . ‘ ﬂ T .

Cropland/ﬁcreage Effects, . . ;

b
i 3 / '7. / f/’
This section describes the,eﬁfeﬁts of the four policy a1terna 8 o k
P ! |
, the acreage An production in the Noﬁth Central Region -k ‘ 4
——— [ t / - |
{/{Free Market A1ternative* {\w_’.u L K ', j #
Lo TnZKcropland acreage in pro uction, at ona11 ts/at its highest
. v
- 5 e
‘level of the four,policy alternat ves undeji?heFree Market Altegnativé
_/v”’ 7 When farm prices are at the low_ 1evel soc’ated W1th “the Fr?e Market/Al-
< )
%\f\\\\ ternative, the quantity of each of t’g endogenous crops%ﬁ%@n&ed redches .
e e g o [ S 5 ot W
/ ) ‘ its highest 1eve1, Since there are no productig? restraints SSociaied
‘1 with the Free Market A1ternatiney-crogwandmacreage can bgconcentrated in
e . Y I o3
higher yielding areas under this policy a1ternative. n the’ Corn Belt
. : \
ij' A I region the cropland acreage in productio un ﬂ-the‘ ree Market Alternative
Mifi.’ “ .' v'»\ :
] . b
\/ - U B yay
S - v - . T~ A
. ’ / r - ] ;z24 rT~
l A
’ 0071 2\i P N \ 1
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o rural areas tha

X
‘¢ 67 o
s
-
?( - l is 9.2 million acres greater than for any of’the other policy alternatives,
and in the Lake Stateslregion the cropland!acreage_iﬁ production under the
- Free Maréet Alternative is 2.4 miilion aére; greater tha; for any of the
o other policy alternatives. However; in’the Northern Plains region, the
¥a cropland acreage i; production under the Free Market Alternative would be
’ slightly lower than under the Land.RetireménEIA1;ernat£§é«s This vogld |
ey occur because cropland acreage caﬁ be concentnatédAin‘higher yieyding areas
o s forcing some of the rural areas of this region to idle part or all of '
! their cropland. ' \
" , In most of the rural areas in the region, more cropland acres would ‘
be in pro 6£tion under the Free Market Alternative than under the other
. ' three géiicy alternatives, /Hcwever, se;en of the region's rural areas yould
] \3_ " ot ﬁfqﬂﬁéz any of the én genous crogé una;r the Free Market Alterngtivé
( - ‘and "two other‘rural aregs would hav /;eWer acres‘in production Pnder\tﬁ;s'
?JD policy & teg?atlve thah in any of/éZe oéﬁer policy alternatives. The.ggygn
‘ "rural areas,estimated to have\pqlproduction are rural areas 64 in south-
western Missouri, 47 in centgf} Wisconsin, 82 and 83 in western North
Dékota! 85 and 86\in centnal/and wegtern outh Dakota, and 78 in western
Minnesota. The g%
s - -
i e

levels gggg;
7 * -

ould have their lowest ﬁroduction
the Flee Market Alternative are rurallareas 81 in central

\\North Dékoté and 87 in northeastern South Dakota. S;nce production is ’
conFentratéd in higher yielding area4~and no cropiand is diverted from ) /J//
" . ﬁroduction Pnder the ?ree Marke;/hlterngEiys, less acreage would b?”f;a;ired
M , in thege abve %rurafwaréas tnder this policy\élternative
/;« ,;:f“’g?ﬁef”;;;ze pdiicy alternatives.
(M, A

than under the
! .
#

. '
N
\

—
. | 1/
Y
. N
~ 4 ’ B
Y
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Land Retirement Alternative .

s

-

Under the Land Retirement Alternativé, production restraints are

—
1]

imposed to insure that each of the rural areas would have cropland in pro-
duction under th#s policy alternative. Tﬂzs means that some rurgl areas
wguld have less cropland acreage in production under thé Land Retirement
Alternative than under the Free Market Alternative. Under the Land Re-
tirement Alternative there would be 13.0 million fewer acres in production
in the Cor; Belt and Lake States regions than would be in production under
the Free\Market Alternative. In contrast there are 500,000 more acres in
produ¢tion in the Northern Plains region under the Land Retirement Alter-
native than for any of the. other threg policy\alternatives. Six of the
previously mentioned seven rur;1 areagxphat would have their-lowest level

of cropland aéreage in production undér\the Free Market Alternative would
/ﬁ;ve their highest level of production under the Land Retirement Alternatjive.
The seventh rural area, rural area 87 in northwestern South Dakota, would
have more croplahd acreage in production under Bargaining fower Alternative A.
Bgrgaining Power Alternative A

\

Under Bargaining Power Q}ternative A, the cropland acreage in pro-

) .
duction is slightly greater ghan under the Land,Retirement Alternative in y
B \ ! ,

the Corn Belt and Lake States regions. 'W ile restrictions are placed on the

acreage in productiPn in each rural area, theé\cropland that would be diverted

‘

‘ ! .
undexr the Land Retirement Alternative &ould be avadlable for production

i

under Bargaining Power Alternative A. In these two far roduction _
\ . /
regions, 19 of the 37 rural areas would have more croplanj\;z;éagg\;n pro-

.

/ T
duction under Bargaining Power Alternative A than under the Land Retirement

¢




AN ‘ ~
Alternative. These 19 rural areas can use part of the croplandiacreage
that would be diverteo‘under the Land Retirement Alternative, and‘thereby
4  can increase their acreage in production under Bargaining Power Alternative

A, In the other 18 rural areas, the lower demands associated with Bar-
- AN

) . !
. gaining Power Alternative A would be met without increasing production in”
-~

these rural areas. i

a

B

In the Northern Plains region there “S;iijgs 4,7 million fewer acres

in production under Bargaining Power Altern five A than under the Land

[

Retirement Alternative. The Jewer demands for the endogenous crops as-

Wf

sociated with Bargaining Power Alternative A would require less cropland
acreage to be in production than under the Land Retirement Alternative in ~

' most of the rural areas in this region. Sixteen of this region s 25 rural s A

/
areas would have fewer acres in production under this policy alternative

than they do uynder the base a1ternat1ve. One of these, rural area 83 in

southwestern North Dakota would not produce any of thé endogenous crops

under Bargaining Power Alternative A. ' ‘ .
¢ ‘ — \\ig
Bargaining Power Alternative h ‘p\\" . \\\///’\\Y¥

\ .
The higher farm prices a/;ociated with Bargaining Power~Alternative B

reduce the quantity of the :7dogenous crops demanded to a 1eve1 lower than

|

; ¢
Region the ;;b d acreage in production under Bargaining Power Alternative

!
1
. unkér any « of Qhe other policy a1ternatives. In the entire North Central J [

oy ’, ~ e -

/ B would bed.«(\) perdent "].oéuer than under Bargaining Power A, 12 percent lower -

r than un#er the Land Retirement Alternative, and 21 percent ;ower than under
/ s // —
: /
the Free Market Alternative;L This low level of prodyction would occur %

’ throughout the North Central Region underkggrgaining Power Alternative B.

~ ~

." = - y / v i ; ) \~ ’\“ ' - ) \\
' ) \

~.
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fewer <ropland acres in prodgt’f?? in the Northern Plains region than there
- .4\\ »

‘\ would be under tie Land Retiirement Alternath

C ‘ncome. an;l Employyéfect-s ’ ‘ i““‘/
v [
This secticn/;cribes :

’ \ ~ v
policy’ alterhatives for the North Central.Region.

+ et , — /

- ’ ' S~

.. . .Free Market Alterﬁative \ ’ .

ingome and employment effects of the four’

/,

: '{? Figure 11 compares theyunt of. income and em loyment generated under

{m@uarket Altern rnagive with the amount of incom and emp&oy-meat gen- -
< rated under the Lan etirement Alternative for the \*lorth Central Region. -

o
ance the incog\and the employment generation indice developed in this [
study are d:.rectly relahd\to each\obhe\r, we will not eparate the.two P \

a effects in this section for purpos of brev{ty As Figure 11 shows 16 T

: \
rural areas would have more income and €mployment generated under the Free

a4

- Market Alternative than under the Land Reti t Alternativer, The dcreage S/ Ve

/ S \_“\’
in production in the entire North Central Region would inc::a/j 10 per- . N
T cent under, the Free ﬂJlarket:‘A‘l‘ternatiVE‘ “However, the num £ acres in

- N
N production increase$ by 27 percept’in the 16 rural greas that hdve more Ve
income and employment geperafed under the Free Mfrket Alternative. In 10 o
’ { - " 1 : . . ‘/l/
of these rural areas the amount of income an7/ emp loyment. generated increase's
A f\ e 1 .
’ by less than 5 percent. These 10 rural areas are rural areas 45 and: 46 in
- southern Michiga‘n 68 in southeastern Iowaé 7l and 72 iﬁ northwestern
S ' "\ ' L. ~ . Pl .
. ¢ \ [ ~ // .
' ) 1'l'hese variables have been defined’ /previousl.y\l“n>the sectiqn A{ing

” with the methods and terms used in the‘@tudy

. - N I \

\
e
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Iowa, 73 in southwestern Minnesota 49 in southwestern Wisconsin, 90 in
. - g

LN \

northeastern Nebraska, 92 in southwestern Nebraska and- 97 in eastern

e

~ \/Kansas. Of the six rural areas, in which the amount of income \and employ-

-

\\ ment generated increases by more. than 5 percent under the Free Market
~ e A 7

,‘ A1ternative, four of them (rural areas 36 and 37 ‘in soutl}ern Ohio -and .40 - w

_and 43 in Indiana) would produce feedgrains a1most exclu\ively under this
» \

policy alternative. The other two Yural areas (rural area§88 in. centra1

o

South Dakota and 91 in northwestern Nebraska)__produce over gg\percent more

—
TN

wheat under the Free Market A1te;native_ ‘than they would prod,u‘ce"under the\u

5 NG

’f\”\ . N oL . \ ) R

Z S - land Retirement Alternative..— ‘ CFe T 3

; - ‘ ' / ' \\ . T Yy, i M

Under the Free Market Alternative seven of the rural '-‘ar’eas'in the ’
\ >

s - . o

‘North Central Region are estimated to have no production of ‘the crops en- /-

\ \ dogenous to this study. 'J/Therefore,r the amount oﬁ i:tfome and employment '
generated by production of these c_rops,falls to zZero unde’r this poli\cy A ‘ .
“.alternative.in these ;rural areas. The,,seven rural areas in which the amount =

‘ of income and empljoyment generated is estimate’d to fa11't‘oAl zero are rural

N areas 82 and 83 in weste7rn North Dakota,r 85.and 86 in western South Dakota, N .
. . o . - . P S

‘ \* ! ,' » 64 vin western Missouri, 47 in central Wisconsin and. 78 in ceptra'l Min- P B -

- \ nesota. "In addition, the amount of income and egployment generated in an:

.

\
\ other five of the region s rura1 areas Would decrease by more than ,25 . -

- AN ¢
\ percent under the Free Market Alternative; ~In two of these five rt/.lra"ls /
* h j N w T * . - < ~ -
- P a\reas (8'1 in north-central /North\ Dakota and 87 in northeastern South
e ' o L T / \ <.

Dakota) the acreage 1n production under-the Free Market A1ternat1ve would
’ 7
o ’ be 55 perc :nt 1ower thas under the Land. Ret:.rement A1ternative. Sincé there

.‘;“" A / .

A

L ,0@71-.,34.\:.”-./




~'l“ Missouri, 52 in eastérn Illinois and 94 in southern Nebraska. This re-

LEE N N
duction in the production of feedgrains leads ta a mére than 25 percent
. Rorereet k] f;’ /% )

- decrea§e in the amount of income and'employffii/ggnérated'under the Free ~ e,

t

Market Alternative in these three rural areas. '

In the remaining 34 rural areas of the North Central Region, the amount

-

of income and employment generated onld decrease-under the Free Market

N\

Alternative but by less than 25 percent.. These rural areas w°u1dih§ye more'
cropland acreage in production under the Free Market Alternative than‘ o
under the Land Retirement Alterﬁative, but the lower farm pﬁices assoc{hte&

3

with the Free Market Alternative would more than offset the ingreased pro-
3

duction in these areas. ’ . i ', o

N

- ;' ( Bargaining Powgr Alternative A - J

While thé effect of the Free Market Alternative on the amount of
income and femployment generated in the North Central Region is largely
negative, the opposite is true under Barga&ning Power A1£ernative A, Oniy
11 rural areas in the North«ééntral/Region wQuld have less income angr
employment generated under Bargaining Power Altﬁrnative A th?n under gﬁé

Land Retirement Alternative (Figure 12). Howevef, of the 51 rural areas

that would have more«ipéoﬁe and employment generéfed under Bargaining Power

Alternative 4 than under the base alternative, only 22 of them would have

\. ‘/
-\\\ increaées of more than 25 percent. In the remaining 29 rural areas, the

, - amount of 'ncome and employmen; generated would increase but by less than

\\ ) 25 percefit under Bargaining Pcwer Alternative A, ' "

A S N .
RG-S pors
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. hocated in the so&tneas n corner of the Corn Belt region. The amount

2

™,
"in southern Ohio and 40 in southeastern Indiana. This decrease in iﬁgome
') .
and employment is due to a 29 percent decrease in feedgrains production ”7

festimated for these rural areas under this policy alternative Rural %,

area 76 in west-central Wisconsin is the only rural area in the Lake States
\
L 4 . ?
. region which would have less income and employment generated under Bar- ?

gaining Power Alternative A than under the Land Retirement Alternative.
The reduced demand for soybeans under this policy alternative would cause

\
a 75 percent decrease in soybean production in this rural area. Since the

\ e /s

production of feedgrains would r main constant betWeen the two policy al- "~
’fnatives, the higher fafm prices\associated with Bargaining Power Al-

\ -
terhative A would be able to maintain the amount of income generated in this
. \ \‘A
rural\\;ea at only eight percent less t 1an under the Land Retirement Al-
"ternative\and the amount of employment ﬁenerated at ll percent less than

under the\base alternative,

N '\
The Nortner: Plaiﬁs region\_g ld have seven run!jigigsglayzcn have

P

3 less income and nmloyment\g\ggrated under Bar aiﬁlng-Power Alternative A

‘than undet\:he Lahd Retirement Alternative o is rural’
in southwes ern North Dakota which woula not rjg ce ahy of the endogenous
'crops under\53r§aining Power Alternative A, This means rural area 83 would
- have no income and employment: generated frOm the pr%duction of<these crops

~

under this;policy alternative \Three_rural areas inSouth Dakota (rural
- v - . R4

*
%
X

+




"\ \\ ’ \/\’ ‘ “ ) e . . N .
o _areas 85, 86 and 88 in centrai\ggih;: term§oyth Dakota) would have a 50

.K;E§centfdecrease in wheat productiomycompared the Land Retirement Al-

- s P ~ N '/' . Y
: ternative because of lower demands for wheat and t

- strictions associated\with Bargaining Power Alterna

3 3

in wheat production leah to the reducedfamount of.

generated%in these three rura1 areas und”exi:\‘ this poli c;' a1‘te1:nm:iye~

rural areas 93 and 9% in central Nebras and rural area 104 in sduthwestern X

Kansas, “the decrease in the amount of’ino\;ijghd*empioyuent generated is

/

R

due primarily to a 55ﬁpercent reductiYn -the production of feedgrains

under Bargaining Power Alternative A

T, L . / Y
" f} . The 22 rural areas in which the amou t of income and employment gen~
£
?f \ erated increases by more than 25, percent nder Bargaining Power Alternati
f

under the Land Retirement A1ternative. While th se rural areas would pro-
' ' 1 4

|
duce less of ;one of the endogenous cropa’under“Bargaining Power Alternative

A are thqse rural -areas which\utilize th crop&\:d‘that.would be diverted

AN
\:::;<E§§ \ A than under the Land Retirement Alternative thexkare able to increase their

-

‘5 production of the other en?og\noué crops and benefit from the<higher farm

. \ £ ’
I priceg,of Bargaining Power Alternative A, For exAmple, in ruraI argas 39 _
N - in northwestern Ohio, 4&\{n\northéqatern I\diina and 45 in £Outhern Michigan,
.

theﬁprodpction of wheat and soy ould increase markedly under Bargaining

Power Alternative A while the roduqtion of feedgrains\would be much lower

Ry '

§~x:.  than it would be under the Land Retirement Alternative., In rural areas

/N\ .\' i
46 in centraILMEEhiganﬂand 47 in central Wisconsin, where wheat production *<::::

@

~

decreahee significant1y~ander Bargaining Power Alternative A, the production
of feedgrains would increase to take the;place of the *ast wheat production.

DL .

3 : . )




7
e 2 T

\in Iowa (rural area 66 in southwestern Iowa would have

{ 77

* The amount of income and employment generated|under Bargaining Poﬁer \; )
13 S - -
Alternative A increases by ai least 25 percent in all ejthe rural areas

>

n income index value
. [} ‘ N o
of 125)., This increase in income and employment would occur despite a fogr\

) L3 ~ V\ ~ . - 3
percent decrease in feedgrain acreage in these iural areas under thig

"
|

polié@ alternative. A 15 percent increase in sdybean production coupled

th the higher farm prices of Bargaining PowerMAlternative,A can counter-
act the decreased feedgrains productihn and 1eads to higher income and
employment levels in Iowa under this policy alternative. In\‘ural/areas
52, 53, and 54 in sbuthern Iilinois and 63 in\boutheastern Missoyri, the

increased production of feedgrains would offset the decreaged production of

wheat and soybeans under BargainingAPower ter \iive\f This shift in the.

v L]

1

production mix contributes to the increased n\\\z income and emplqyment .
generated under Bargaining Power Alternative A

\

Rural area 32 in southeastern Missouri presents a ﬂi§ e\case for the

\ N e

North Central Region under Bar ining Power\AlternativJ .

area has more cropland in produl&ion under this policy alte tive/’ an
< 3 . ’

under the Land\Retirement A\terna\ive. However, almost a11 of this increase
\\. ‘ -~

in acreage wouid be devoted to cotton groduction. The i\froduction of - cotton -+

production with its large income and 1abor generation‘facto 8 1eads to a

ES

64 percenty increase\in the amount of income generated al 85 percpnt in-

crease .in the amount of employment generated~i\£5ura1 rea (32 unden Bar-

The six rural areas in the Northern Plains egion in/which the amount

gaining Power Alternative A, \

%2

of income and employment generated. under Bargaining Power Alteipative A

<

-




- ' ‘ | 8

Y

-

. . 1increases by‘hﬁre than 25 percent‘arq rural areas 80, 81, and 82 in northern
\<=' North Dakota and 98, 99 and 102 in southeastern Kansas. While the acreagé

devoted to wheat under Bargaining Power Alternative A decreases by 36 per-

[y
- )

cent, the total acreage in production in thege six rural areas under this
policy alternative would be slightly higher Ehan under the Land Retirement

" Alternative. The cropland which produces wheat under the Land Retirement
/ . )
. ‘ Alterpative would be used to produce feedgrajms under Bargaining Power

Afﬁe;native A, ‘This increase in the productioh of feedgrains allows these

six Ttural areas to experience relatively large incredses in the amount of
income and employment generated under Bargaining Power Alternative A. The .

remaining 'R9 rural areas of the North Central Region, in which the amount

\ -~

of‘incgme and employment géperated under Bargaininé Power Alternative A

increases but by léss than 25 percent, would have nearly the same levels )

of production in both the Land Retirement Alternative and Bargaining Powe t

\ . - °

Alternative A, They are able\tgééhift their production mix to counteract
the. tighter production restricti ns of Bargaining Power Alternative A and

would have more income and employment gererated under this policy alterna-

3

_ tive than under the Land Retirement Alternative. ;

; : ' VA

R

Cive
. Bargaining Power Alternative/B
Figuré 13 compares the amount of income and employment generated-under
N - : -
Bargaining Powe; Alternative B with the amount generated under the Land

\} 5 Retirement Alternative for the North Central Region. As can be seen im °
# e .
!, Figure 13, the higher 5arm priﬁgs associated with Bargaiming Power Alter-

] -t ° ,
native B would work effectively to increase the amount of income and employ-

.

ment generated throughout éhe region. Only six rural areas would have less

LR Y

N ’ = . . : . -
« . . .

A . .
.o HOAE 4 .
" N : % * . o
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income and employment. genegfted under Bargai ing

under the Land Retitrement Alternative. I fzr of the six ryzreas, ‘

1 /
‘
® ~ : / .
PR
wer Alternativ B than

/

~u.

the amount of income and employment generate

native B is within five percent of what it would be under the base altetna-
. /

tive. Theselfour rural areas are ruyal areas 37 in southeastern Ohio, 76 in

w—

west-central Wisconsin, 85 in western South Dakota, and 93 in central

Nebraska. In rural area 104 in southwestern Kansas the acreage in pro-
. ? F //
duction would decrease by 20 percent under this alternative. However, this
. /
would be only a slightly larger decrease than would occur for the Northern

o |

. o
Plains region as a whole. This rural area, which would produce primarily
\

feedgrains under the Land Retirement Alternativeﬂ wouldxérimarily prodhce
- ) b [
wheat under Bargaining Power Alternative B, This shift in its. production

AN

mix leads to the decrease in income and employment that would be experienced
in this rural area under Bargaining Power Alternative B. Rural area 88 in
central South Dakota would experience a drastic reduction in the amount of
incomeoand employment generated under Bargaining Power Alternative B com-
pared to the Land*Retirement Alternativep Thie rural area produces as much

wheat as it would be allowed under BargJining Power Alternative B. However,

the low demdndsnassociated with this policy‘alternative would not require

'rural’area 88 to produce any of the other endogenous crops which would

lead to t e\gecrease in the amount of income and employment generated in'
rural area 88:;233rxoar§é§§;;g Power Alternative B.

The amount of incohe‘%nd employment generated under Bargaining,Power;
Alternative B is higher than it would be under the Land Retirement Alter-

native for.the remaining 56 rural areas of the Naorth Central Region. The
& - ; - .

under Bargaining Power Alter-‘




’

--k.{a,r' ) s ;
n\‘ ; /

amount of ig;ome and employment generated would increre by more than 25
perpent in 40 of these 56 rural afeas due to higher far:anrces associated
3}th Bargaining Power Alternative B, Rur*l area §2 in southeastern Mis-
souri would have the largest increase-in the amount - of income and employment
generated of any of the rural areas in the North Central Region‘necause of
its production of cotton under Bargaining Power Alternative B. ’For this
policy alternative the amount of income would increase by 93 percent and

the amount of employment generated by 118 percent over the amount that would

be generated under the Land Retirement Alternative in this rural area.




VII, PRODUCER AND FARM INCOME EFFECTS
\

v

‘“Inpdementetion of any governnent farm policy has direct ihpacts on

the quantiry of farm commodities produced and on the income derived from

&

. farming., The amhunt and pattern of produ:;igp,oes well as the levels of

prices and direct payments to farmers, not! only determine the magnitude of
Y

Ay

net farm income under each program a1ternative but also has widespread
impacts throughout rural areas. The pattern and amount of production de;'
termines the amount of inputs used and thus the‘amount.of employment and
income generated by the service sectors Supplying¢€hem. The level of farm
income would be reflected in consumption expenditures of farm families and .
- thus would be reflected in income and employment/éenerated in rura1 bus-

inesses that §hpp1y conSuner.goods and'serviees. For this reason; we sum-
merize the levels of-production and farm income generated under each of the

. nolicy alternatives. While the models provide these quantities. at the
1evei of individual producing areas and farm production regions, the data
are presented only at the national‘1eveI‘ég;_purposes of brevity. Tabie 7
inc1 des projected 1eve13 of production, per acre yields, and- acreages

- . ’ of the major crop commodities for each of the alternative government poli=

‘ . 7
cied considered and‘ai}gyh comparisons with actual 1969 values of these

- - ¢

variables, L v v
| . . AN )
. ,l - ; i FEEEN v
; 8 I . Wheat Production
) . : ' et
° With an estimated 1,661 mi11ion-bpshels, whett production wouldy be
L _/ . *

largest under the Free Market Alternative. Wheat production under the

v

- - ) . '3

o 17;/41@444 B -
ERIC 7 - -
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85 . T s
in 1969. More wheat would be produced under Batgaining Power A1tern§tivé3)9 P}//
' N N4
A than' under the Land Retirewent Alternative because of an increaeed/yse/j
i . ! y ¢

of wheat for feed under the prices of Bargaining/?ower A1ternat;ve<}. The

number of acres of £ropland devoted to wheat production varie

N

with the projected\ levels of production. For the four policies c;né ered, -

wheat-acreage would be highest (54.7 million acres) under the Free Market ™ 3
. . Iy
v L

Alternative and lowest (44.9 million acres) under Bargaining Power Al-

ternative B. Projected wheat y{:\ds would vary directly with the pric/ of

wheat and inversely with acreage under the policy alte;g;tives. The Free

/ .

Market ‘Alternative would have the lowest projected yield of 30.3 bushels ’ N
\
per acre while 31,9 bushelsper acre under Bargainiﬁg Power A1ternative\B\

/ N

would be highest (Table 7).

N\

Feedgrains Production /(/ N | N -

; : .
The largest quat®ity eedgrains produc f the fouk policies con-

sideted would be the 181.9 nillion tons estimate Free Market Al-

9

— r n ’
ternative, The high feedgrains yield undet this alternative seSults be-

’

cause the market forces concentrate productiion on land best su%ted\for o .

3 i

these crops. As in the case of wheat, estimated feedgrains production under |
the Land Retirement Alternative is similar to 1969 actual production.

Beﬁause of the greater amount of wheat used for feed in Bargaining Power ‘f
o

A1ternative A, feedgrains production in th t' alternative would be\l6 million .

LN

tons of feed units less than in the Land Retiregent Alternative but only. S

8 mi lio“ tons more than for Bargaining Power Allternative B (Table n.

{




RS

ey per acre yield estimate of the policies analyzed

. Soybean Production
| - -~
‘Soybean produgtion and acreage are. largest for the Free ygrket Al-

ternative and as a result this polic& alternative would have ﬁhe lowesé
The/lower yield re
_quality grain land under free ket conditions:than in the other poli'
~ alternatives"'ﬂence, while acreage vfuld be largest under the Free Mnrket

»

Alternative, soybeans would be pushed out hyffeedgrains to the less pro-
b4 ‘ ~

ot ductive. land. Productioﬁz yield, and acreage under the Land Retirement
l‘— . Alternative are slightly higher than the actual 1969 values for these
variables. Both Bargaining Power m6dels have projected levels of produoﬁtﬁn

~

- <
! and acreages used for(goybeans which are lower than in 1969. However,
~

i

projected yields are higher than X969 actual'}i 1ds,
£ i ' ! g'

fotton Production R

E * El .
aftan yield under each policy alternative would be higheL than the

N

1969 ‘actual yield

In ‘the Free Market Alternative this is due the con-

centration’of cotton_ production on high yielding cotton land.

solutions, it is because of higher cottonsprice

induce higher fertilizer rates

For\other,

in 1969, which uld

d other improved technology Estimated .

s

cotton production ranges from & high of 11.9 million bales under ﬁhe Free

Market Alternative to a low of 10.1 million bales under Bargaining Pover
' . [ .

Alternative B (Tabfe 7),

-




_/’\_ A ' ’ ' - w
.. . 3
policy-alternatives. - Eatimated\net farm income ranges from $9.2 bill

\
. N\ ; , - ’
in the Free Market Alternative to $27.2 billion in Bargaining Power Alte

1 2

native B.' The projected net return from farming under the Land Retirement_

A1tern3t{ve is $3.3 billion 1ess than under“%argaining Power A1ternatxve.A. »

X

However, the lower prices of the Land Retirement Alternative are more than

N . v
off et»by government payments to the farming sector. (No government pay-

/' N ’ -

ments are assumed under the Bargaining Power Alternatives,) Therefore,
- \ net farm income urider the Land Retirement Alternative is slightly higher
- s
‘ than under Bargaihing Power A1ternative A,

s @ ) .o ..

N -
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v Ta’b\le 8. Net farm income in 1975 under the four policy alternatives, with actual '
1969 values for comparison,

3

N - . Net farm . 1975 Estimated net farm income )
S S income Free Market Land Bargaining Bargaining
(s \ i’ ~1969§/ .Alternative Retirement Power Power
| \ . Alternative Alternative AkkAlternative B
) a A o \b/
. (Million dollars)—~ N
. Cash receipts ’ °
from farm 0 i . )
marketings 47,229 51,914 57,222 60,342 64,369
i -
s Proddction S . ) '
J - expenses &/ 38,444 147,293 43,392 43,201 41;762
{ ’ [ . , '&-‘; . °
‘ Net receipts . o - .
\ _- from farm - R ) : ) <.
marketings _ - 8,785 h,621 . 13,830 17,141 22,607
) hY ’ ’ Non -money . - : ) ) . U . :
income and in- - . RN _ . :
,ventory change—/ 3, 949 4,149 4, 149 = 4, 149 - —ETHEG— - -
Net returns - ‘ .t . o
' from farming 12,734/{ 8,770 ~ \ 17,979 21,290 26,736 - . .
Income from ._J -/ . o, . B
. government ©  * - S // ‘ -
, sources®/ . 3,79 420 /. 4,555 420 . 420 .
g ‘ / ) L . |
, .Total net X z/ -
] . farm income 16,528 9,190 izgggfk\ 21,710 27,176
— ’ b . ’ |
a/ Source: Fa%m Ipcome Situation, USDA ERS, July 970. . ‘
s ' |
) b/ All values are measured in 1970 equivalent dollgrs with no adjustment for

inflation in 1975. / -
’ 2, S
. ¢/  For a discussion.of methods used to est

: and Heady, Bargafning“Eower Programs.

. ( _
te production expenses, see Madsen

i
A |

the rental value of farm dwglling. :

4/ Includes the value of home consumption a
= ‘ _
. \ %

“»

4

a s e/ Includes ACP, Great Plains Comservation, ar Act ahd Wool Act payments b
S plus direct payments for the retirement of cropland for 1969 and the Land o
. Retirement Solution. o z N . :

" - P .
~ O
-3 i o . B :
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w

.Alternative and highest under Bargaining Power A1ternative B.

"ments for crOpland -retirement.

o

. .CONSUMER FOOD COSTS
’ p
production levels would be associated with a _ 2 .

\
VI
Each set of pricef}an
level of consumer food expenditures. Table 9 shows estimated total con-
' |

sumer food eipenditures for each of the four policy alternatives ana1yzed.1 o

'ﬁstimated total consumer expenditures for food are greater than 1969 actual

. N\ s
food expensitures under all four policy alternatives.

Part of this increase .
is due to growth in population between 1969 and 1975. Under a1ternatives

with higher farm prices than in 1969 part of the increase also is due to

higher costs for the farm commodities going into food. Growing consumer

preference for higher quality and more expensine; convenience-oriented feod:
products also add to-costs between 1969 and 1975. ‘ .

- Projected total food expenditures are lowest under the Free Market 7

The range
- k=~

is slightly over $12 1 bi11ion between these two solutipns. While projected

nét farm income is higher under the Land Retirement Alternative than under
mk__e,l
Bargaining Power A1ternative A, sstimated total food expenditures are $3.8

billion 1ess under the Land Retirement Alternative. The higher net farm

income under the Land Retirement Alternative results from government pay-

These payments under the Land Retirement

"w—-....._.—

Alternative more than offset higher commodity pri?es under Bargaining -
/ - N
Power Alternative’A. oji °

A >




| \ A :
' / , .
\ . , , 90
a . 4 / -
. l
P able 9. Total and per capita ‘consumer food expenditures under each policy
o Fw alternative, with actual valugﬁgin 1969 for comparison._/ -
4 oy 4 - L. -
- 'fq_\ =3 . . ) * — b/ ‘\
Consumer food ., 1975 Estimated consumer food expenditures™
expenditures EEee Market Land ‘Bargaining  Bargaining
- 1969/ Alternative Retirement Power Power =~ .
Alternative Alternative A Alternative B .
> T . X - " . 1
‘*t . g ‘kTotal expenditurés;(Millién dollars)s/
g Mbat.' - b P . .. i
3 products 28,480 33%71 36,546 - 39,107 : 41,748
) Poultry . - « ’ ~. : ‘
' and eggs 7,415 6,529 ) 7,704 . 8,939 10,565
" Dairy , L o . '
1§ products 14,944 22,477 22,477 . 22,477 T22,477
Otherd/ 44,446 61,061 61,061- » 61,061 61,061
All - , T ) ‘ ’ o
products 95,285 , . 123,738 _°_.127,788 _ - 131,584 - 135,831 ,}- .
Per capita .~ . . » Per capita costs | \ _

costs ' 472 - . 567 586 603 . 623

g/ Source: Food Consumption, Prices and Expénditures, Supplement for 1970.

’

- . v
b/ For a breakdown of the 1975 estimates, see Appendix Table c.l.

- ¢/t All values for 1975 “ire measured in 1970 eqpivalent dollars with no adjust-

ment £ inflation to 1975. " i ,
o .« d/ Includes bakery products, fruits and vegetables "misc llaneous items, and ‘
. - grain mill products. —y , > .
L] " . o N r ’ 1
S D ’ |
/// —_— . " %
” —— N - ‘ ) ¢ |
- ' T e N B -
~ _ -7 - R v 3 .
3 -0 . . . o
t . 5 Z :
) £ [ (- y
Al N ¢ - b4 \
a3 : . ¢ N N © 4 7. . |
- "\%?‘ - N <7 - - o ¥ v ’ o - . ‘J.,'
- . > i ] " ‘.
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sl

X
- ' -
of food\to be purchased at these prices. Hence, the $3.8 billion increasg
™~ o
in food expenditures'of the Bargaining Power Solution A over r~the Land /

‘Retirement Alternative does not completely reflect the ‘difference in con-

\ ~ 4

sumer well-being between the two policy alternativbs because different
amounts of food would be’consumed. For example, the expenditure for food-.
would be the same if a. consumer bought 10 apples at a dium(;piece or one _

apple for -a dollar., However, he would not consider himself equally well- |

s -

-

off in the. two situations. : o, . v : ) )

In an attempt to account for thig gelfare phenomenon, consumer food
\

expenditures were recalculated using the price level computedéfor each

polic§ alternative but requiring that the quantity of foéd consdmed would

» °

~ be held constant at the level- of the Land Retirement Alternative. These

results are presented in Table 10 with the recalculation bei%g made for

]
'v

all policy alternatives. ' . o . "o lls
. —

Whengcalculated in this manner, total. consumer food expénditures

- »

increase by $21.1 billion between “the Free Market Alternative and Bar-
gaining Power Alt/ggative B which is $9 billion more than the differential
1

estimated by the previous method. Total‘conpumer food expenditures in-

o~

crease by $6.6 billion between the Land Retiremeht Alternative and Bar- -{ )

e - ‘,‘,‘ v 4. !

gaining Power-Alternative A when the constant quantity restriction is im-

‘ posed. ithout this restriction, consumer food\expenditures varied by :

only $3.8 billion. for these two alternatives. The values in Table 9 are.

important as estimates of what food expenditures would be under each of .

<

the policy alternatives while the constant quantity estimates of Table 10

reflect another aspect of consumer welfare under the several policy al-

ternatives, " .

.7 : .'_ o (’}995 ] T .o .

-




Table ‘10.  Consumer food e‘xﬁﬁzditures with quantity consumed held equal
. _to thé quantity consumed in the Land Retlrement Altemative )

Lo Wf the policy alternatives. X .
. A % . , v Fii}

\ 1975 Estimated con}lumer food expenditu{'es ]

~ Free Land - Bargaining Bargaining
Market:—> - Retirement Power « " Power
Altérnative - Altednative Altgematiire A Alternative B

A : *#*’
: ) - . 2 (Million dollars)—/ ’
" Meat.products- . 31,035 . 36,546 42,060 48,650
- . P 3 ) - . i ) e \
Poultry and eggs .6,645 7,704 . 8,760 .+~ 10,170
- : L 4

Dairy products . 22,477 - 22,477 22,477 224677

other® - . 61,061 " 61,061 61,061 - 61,061

Total 121,218 127,788 134,358 ° 142,358
* "\ , N - '4

a/ All values for 1975 aresmeasured in 1970. equivalent dollars with no
adjustment for inflation to 1975
’ 5

b/ Includes bakery products, fruits and vegetables, miscellanpous items,
and grain m111 products.m .- ’




